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Abstract 
 
The prevalence of collaborative writing to facilitate second language (L2) learning in 
writing instruction is theoretically and pedagogically supported by recent research. 
Whilst numerous studies have documented the potential benefits of collaborative 
writing in the context of English as a second or foreign language (ESL/EFL) and other 
European languages, limited attention has been given to collaborative writing in other 
L2 contexts, such as Arabic as a second language (ASL). This is somewhat of a surprise 
given that interest in learning Arabic as a Second Language (ASL) has grown 
exponentially in recent times in many countries around the globe with multiethnic, 
multilingual, and multi-religious communities. This justifies the need of research on 
the teaching and learning of Arabic as an L2, especially research on ASL writing skills 
which is still in its infancy. Informed by Vygotsky’s (1978) sociocultural theory, the 
study investigates collaborative writing practice in the context of ASL in Saudi Arabia 
in order to shed light on this largely unexplored context. 
 
This study employed an embedded quasi-experimental mixed methods research design 
that involves the collection of both quantitative and qualitative data from classrooms 
where communication occured in Arabic. In particular, the researcher embedded 
qualitative methods (e.g. audiotaping classroom observations and taking field notes 
during the intervention, and conducting semi-structured interviews with teachers and 
students at the end of the treatment) to investigate the process of an intervention (e.g. 
patterns of interactions students formed during collaborative writing activities and how 
they resolved Language Related Episodes (LREs) during their interaction) and to 
explain the teacher and student perceptions regarding their collabaortive writing (CW) 
experiences. Quantitative methods, on the other hand, were used to understand the 
frequency distribution of LREs used in group work and to evaluate the effect of CW on 
students’ writing outcomes. 
 
The analysis found four patterns of small group interaction: a) collaborative, b) 
expert/expert/novice/novice, c) cooperative, and d) 
dominant/dominant/passive/passive. These patterns were examined based on Storch’s 
(2002) dyadic interaction model drawing on Damon and Phelps’ (1989) criteria of 
equality and mutuality. Patterns of small group interaction generally remained stable 
	 iii	
over time across groups. The genre of writing tasks and the duration of tasks did not 
influence the patterns. The study also found that the implementation of collaborative 
writing approach  had a  positive impact on the frequency and outcome of LREs, but it 
did not really influence the students’ focus of LREs. In particular, the experimental 
groups generated more LREs than the control groups. Despite individual difference 
among group members, the experimental groups paid more attention to language and 
were more successful at resolving language related problems than the control ones. 
Learners’ and teachers’ perceptions shaped their learning and teaching collaborative 
writing experiences. Lastly, there were significant differences in the overall writing 
performance of the students in the experimental and control groups as measured by the 
tests and these differences could be attributed to the CW intervention implemented 
across the three tasks over a 12-week semester. The difference between the 
experimental and control groups can be distinguished by linguistic and rhetorical 
features found in their texts.  
 
These findings are discussed with reference to Vygotsky’s (1978) sociocultural theory 
(SCT), particularly to the three aspects of the theory: Zone of Proximal Development, 
Mediation, and Scaffolding. Vygotskian sociocultural theory is relevant to the study, as 
this framework promotes social interaction among learners in L2 learning so that they 
can learn from each other to co-construct knowledge about language. The findings have 
significant theoretical and pedagogical implications, particularly in the ASL setting. 
This study sheds light onto the growing body of collaborative L2 writing literature and 
research. It also extends methods and theories that can be used to study collaborative 
L2 writing and the ways it can be better implemented in the ASL context. The study 
contributes to the field of collaborative writing in the ASL setting in examining how 
ASL students approach the writing tasks by working in small groups; it discusses what 
happens in the collaborative group and why collaborative writing facilitates ASL 
students to be successful in academic writing. Further studies in collaborative writing 
are required in a larger setting and in many different ASL contexts.  
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Chapter 1. Introduction 
 
Background    
This doctoral research investigated the role of collaborative learning (CL) in the 
development of second language (L2) writing skills in Arabic as a Second Language 
(ASL) classrooms in Saudi Arabia. This introductory chapter provides an overview of 
the study with reference to the background, the research problem and the research 
questions guiding the study.  
Collaborative learning has been widely used in many areas of L2 learning and teaching. 
CL refers to working together towards a shared goal (Barkley, Cross, & Major, 2005). 
This approach is commonly used in colleges or universities, as it facilitates learners to 
construct L2 knowledge together to accomplish a common goal at the end of 
collaborative work. CL has come to be known by different names including cooperative 
learning, collective learning, learning communities, team learning, peer learning, and 
peer teaching. Even though there is one common defining feature for all these terms, 
which is working in groups, CL encompasses the entire learning process. In other 
words, learners are responsible for each other’s learning in a CL group. What is more 
important is that they assist one another to understand the subjects of their learning.  
Given the various benefits of CL reported in the literature (Barkley et al., 2005; M. H. 
Nguyen, 2013; Tabatabaei, Afzali, & Mehrabi, 2015; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2012b; 
Zarei & Gilani, 2014), L2 researchers have investigated the implementation of CL in 
L2 learning to improve learners’ language skills. For instance, studies in the L2 context 
have investigated the nature of collaborative talk (Swain, 2000; Swain & Lapkin, 
1998), the effect of collaborative work on learning L2 grammar (Lesser, 2004), L2 
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speaking (M. H. Nguyen, 2013; Tabatabaei et al., 2015), and L2 reading (Karabuga & 
Kaya, 2013; Momtaz & Garner, 2010; Zarei & Gilani, 2014). There has also been an 
increase in interest in writing as a space for L2 learning through CL, giving rise to 
collaborative writing (CW) and CW activities in English as a Second or Foreign 
Language (ESL/EFL) contexts (Fernández Dobao, 2012; Fernández Dobao & Blum, 
2013; Fong, 2012; Kuiken & Vedder, 2002; Shehadeh, 2011; Storch, 2001a, 2005, 
2011, 2013; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2009, 2012a, 2012b).  
CW as a potential site for L2 learning is based on a social constructivist perspective on 
learning. This view fundamentally derives from the work of Vygotsky (1978), who 
hypothesized that human development is naturally facilitated by social activity. 
Informed by a Vygotskian sociocultural framework, Swain (1995, 2005) argues that 
writing as a language output can be  viewed as a way to develop learners’ skills in the 
L2. The written modality of language may equally contribute to L2 learning 
achievement, as L2 learners master language for literate purposes (Alshammari, 2011; 
Kern & Schultz, 2005). In other words, learners’ writing skills can enhance their L2 
competence (Harklau, 2002). Thus, writing is an essential means of L2 learning and 
can be a major source for L2 learners to improve their L2 proficiency. 
Working collaboratively in writing tasks can benefit learners during the whole process 
of writing, creating a positive impact on learners’ writing outcomes (Storch, 2011, 
2013; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2012a). Generally, working together in pairs and small 
groups facilitates learners’ interaction to achieve group goals in learning (Gillies, 2014; 
Johnson & Johnson, 2014). In other words, through interaction, learners can negotiate 
their different views of their own learning so that they can learn from one another. 
Therefore, supported by Vygotsky’s (1978) sociocultural framework, CW is 
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considered as an effective approach to improve L2 learners’ writing outcomes (Storch, 
2013).  
Given its learning potential, a lot of research has been conducted on CW (Fernández 
Dobao, 2012; Fernández Dobao & Blum, 2013; Fong, 2012; Kuiken & Vedder, 2002; 
Shehadeh, 2011; Storch, 2001a, 2005, 2011, 2013; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2009, 
2012a, 2012b). However, this research has mainly focused on English as a second or 
foreign language; limited attention has been given to CW in other second or foreign 
language contexts. For instance, very few studies have investigated the use of CW in 
the context of Arabic as a second language (ASL). The present study seeks to examine 
CW in the context of ASL in Saudi Arabia to substantiate its effectiveness as reported 
in the literature by drawing on a language other than English.  
In the past two decades, interest in learning Arabic as a Second Language (ASL) has 
grown exponentially in many countries around the globe with multiethnic, 
multilingual, and multi-religious communities (e.g. Malaysia, Singapore, Indonesia, 
Australia, United States, United Kingdom and some European countries) (Al-Rajhi, 
2013; Aladdin, 2010; Brosh, 2013). The global significance of Arabic can be 
understood from the fact that Arabic is the fifth most commonly spoken language in 
the world.  This interest is not restricted to Muslim countries where Arabic is used as 
the language for prayer and reciting religious texts (e.g. the Holy book, Al-Qur’an) 
(Dahbi, 2004); it is also used increasingly in globalised marketplaces (Crystal, 2010). 
There is thus a growing demand as well as a widely perceived need to learn Arabic in 
schools and universities in many countries across the world. This justifies research on 
the teaching and learning of Arabic as an L2.  
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Based on research by Aladdin (2010), Brosh (2013) and Isleem (2014), the major 
reasons for studying  Arabic include  interacting with Arab and Middle Eastern 
communities, to  have a better understanding about the value of Islamic cultures, and 
to establish mutual relationships in education, economy, and socio-political interests. 
Therefore, learning ASL can be used as a means to promote better communication and 
understanding between the Arab communities and the rest of the world.  
However, there are many challenges for ASL learners when it comes to learning and 
practicing Arabic in their daily life compared to other commonly taught languages such 
as English. These challenges are related to not only insufficient resources such as 
curricula, instructional materials, assessments and teaching strategies, but also to 
political issues such as the confrontation between people in western countries and in 
Muslim societies. As a result, learning ASL is not as popular or common as other 
languages. Thus, one of the solutions to meet the challenges in learning Arabic may be 
to develop its own theory and pedagogy. Arabic needs to be taught and learned on its 
own terms (Wahba, Taha, & England, 2013). This calls for research on the teaching 
and learning of ASL in different contexts.  
While there are many aspects of ASL that need to be learned in order to be proficient, 
writing is one of the most difficult skills for ASL learners. This is because Arabic has 
complex morphological and syntactical systems, as well as an issue with orthography 
that are highly inflected compared to, for example, English and other European 
languages (Wahba et al., 2013). According to Jassem (1996), the most notable  
difficulty in writing for ASL learners is Arabic grammar (e.g. the use of Arabic tense, 
subject-verb agreement, verb phrases, mood, and voice). On the other hand, writing 
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may provide L2 learners opportunities to use their existing linguistic resources and 
produce new language knowledge. 
Research on ASL writing skills is currently at its initial stage. Only a handful of studies 
have investigated ASL learners’ compositions to understand deficiencies in their 
writing (Salim, 2000; Shakir & Obeidat, 1992). Shakir and Obeidat (1992), for 
instance, investigated cohesion and coherence in ASL learners’ essays and found that 
incoherence in their text production was attributed to their inadequate knowledge of 
cohesive devices. In the same line, Salim (2000) studied writing processes and 
strategies used by American learners of ASL demonstrating their poor performance in 
writing tasks. In order to make writing tasks more effective, ASL learners, in particular, 
should be able to use a variety of writing strategies in the process of planning, 
generating ideas, reviewing, and revising writing texts. ASL learners’ choices of 
writing strategies may greatly affect the level of their writing performances (Salim, 
2000). Given that collaborative writing strategy has been found beneficial in English 
as an L2 writing contexts as evident in many relevant studies, it is important to 
investigate whether and to what extent the use of CW in the context of ASL is effective 
in developing ASL learners’ writing skills.  
Aim and Scope 
This study investigated the effect of the implementation of collaborative writing 
activities based on the framework of Vygotsky’s (1978) sociocultural theory (SCT) 
particularly on the three aspects of the theory: Zone of Proximal Development, 
Mediation, and Scaffolding. Vygotskian sociocultural theory is relevant to the study, 
as this framework promotes social interaction among learners in L2 learning so that 
they can learn from each other to co-construct knowledge about language. For example, 
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when L2 learners work collaboratively in a writing task, they can participate in 
producing one written text with a shared responsibility. The study also explored how 
Arabic teachers and learners perceived the implementation of CW in writing tasks after 
a substantial period of engagement in collaborative writing tasks. The study sought to 
capture the reciprocal relationship between collaborative writing practices and the 
development of learners’ writing skills.   
To achieve the aim of the study, classroom-based writing activities were designed 
which promoted a CW approach that was embedded in a common framework of task-
based language learning considering the quality of learners’ Arabic writing tasks based 
on five component areas including  content, organization, grammar, vocabulary, and 
mechanics of writing. As part of the research, the researcher also examined how 
learners engaged with CW tasks, and how teachers and learners reflected on the 
experience of CW practice after a certain period of treatment. 
Research Questions 
As the review of the relevant literature in Chapter 2 illustrates, there has been little 
research that has examined CW and its effects on students’ writing skills in the ASL 
context. The majority of the existing studies have compared learners’ writing 
performance in the individual versus pair or small-group setting predominantly in ESL 
and EFL contexts. The main purpose of the current study was therefore to examine the 
potential of CW in developing learners’ L2 writing ability in the ASL context. I 
investigated four research questions in this study:  
1. How do ASL learners engage with each other during the writing tasks? 
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2. Is there a difference between collaborative writing groups and traditional small 
groups in terms of the frequency of Language Related Episodes (LREs) 
produced and how LREs are resolved? 
3. How do ASL learners and teachers perceive the implementation of a 
collaborative writing approach? 
4. Is there a difference in students’ ASL writing performance in collaborative 
writing groups and traditional small groups? What are the linguistic and 
rhetorical features of writings in the two instructional modes that may explain 
the differences in their performance? 
An Overview of Research Design 
To investigate the above questions, this study used an embedded quasi-experimental 
mixed methods research design (i.e. data collection and analysis were conducted 
quantitatively and qualitatively). The basis of this design was that a single data set is 
considered insufficient to address different research questions (Creswell & Clark, 
2011). Thus, different types of data were required to complement the application of a 
quasi-experimental design, and thereby addressing the main goal of the study. In the 
present study, the researcher embedded qualitative methods (e.g. audiotaping 
classroom observations and taking field notes during the intervention, and conducting 
semi-structured interviews with teachers and students at the end of the treatment) to 
investigate the process of an intervention (e.g. patterns of interactions students formed 
during collaborative writing activities and how they resolved Language Related 
Episodes (LREs) during their interaction) and to explain the teacher and student 
perceptions regarding their CW experiences. Quantitative methods, on the other hand, 
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were used to understand the frequency distribution of LREs used in group work and to 
evaluate the effect of CW on students’ writing outcomes.  
Sixty-four male adult ASL students participated in the study. They were enrolled in 
Arabic language preparation programs in an Arabic language institute. The students 
came from a wide range of first language backgrounds including French, German, 
Bahasa Indonesia, Malay, Urdu, Hindi, Bengali, Pashto, Dhivehi, Spanish, and 
Portuguese. The participants’ willingness to participate in the research and their 
availability influenced the sampling process. Of the 10 classes in the program, four 
classes taught by two Arabic native teachers participated in the study.  These classes 
had similar characteristics. Based on the students’ entrance examination scores, they 
were considered to have a high-intermediate level of Arabic proficiency. They ranged 
in age from 20 to 23 years. Since they did not share a common language, Arabic was 
the only language used for instruction in the classroom.  
The study was conducted in four parallel classes. Each class consisted of 16 students. 
Two of the four classes were set as experimental groups while the other two groups 
were controls. Thus, both experimental and control groups had thirty-two students 
each. The experimental and control classes were taught by two different teachers who 
used the same syllabus and textbook materials provided by the institute. However, in 
each class, the students were divided into small groups each of which consisted of four 
students. 
Following the design of the study, the researcher first administered a pretest to both 
experimental and control classes before the intervention. During the 12-week 
intervention, all participating classes were given three types of writing tasks: 
descriptive, narrative, and argumentative texts. Each task (500-word text) was 
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completed in three weeks (i.e. 50 minutes per meeting each week). During the 
classroom observation, the researcher observed how learners participated in co-
constructing the writing tasks. This process included brainstorming, planning, drafting, 
and revising. Once the intervention completed, a post-test was administered to 
experimental and control groups.  
A pretest-posttest design was employed in order to investigate student participants’ 
performance before and after the experimental manipulation (Creswell, 2015). Hence, 
it enabled the researcher to examine the effect of CW on students’ writing outcomes. 
Both experimental and control groups whose participants were randomly assigned by 
class completed pre- and post-tests. Results of these tests were used and compared to 
see any changes or differences across the groups before and after the intervention. For 
pre- and post-tests, participants were assigned to write 500-word descriptive texts 
which were developed by the researcher. 
Participants’ pre- and post-tests were assessed by using an analytical writing rubric 
(see Appendix 3.). The writing rubric was used to determine the difference in the 
students’ writing performance between the two groups on the pre- and post-tests. The 
writing rubric includes six component areas: topic development, organization, details, 
sentences, wording, and mechanics on a 4-point scale. Each component may receive a 
mark of one (the lowest mark) to four (the highest), thus 24 was the highest score a 
participant text could get. The rubric is based on the fact that composition consists of 
different components (Weigle, 2002), which enables teachers to retrieve information 
from students’ writing performance. Moreover, it is deemed to be more suitable for L2 
writing contexts as it provides assessment with more details (Weigle, 2002).  
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The contribution of CW in improving ASL learners’ writing outcomes was examined 
by comparing results of both groups’ pretests and posttest scores. This comparision 
was conducted by by using Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 
23.0 application. This application was applied to compare results of pre- and post-tests 
from experimental and traditional groups. Since the study was primarily a quasi-
experimental design with non-equivalent comparison groups (i.e. no control group 
assignment through the mechanism of random assignment due to inadequate resources 
to conduct randomization), the analysis procedure employed one way analysis of 
variance (ANOVA) to statistically control differences or extraneous variables between 
treated and comparison groups that may affect results of the experiment (Green & 
Salkind, 2003; Hinkel, Wiersma, & Jurs, 2003). Through this procedure, the researcher 
was able to examine the effect of collaborative writing (i.e. as an independent variable) 
on ASL learners’ writing outcomes (i.e. a dependent variable) although student 
participants are not assigned randomly to treated and comparison groups. 
Then, to assess how ASL students approached collaborative writing tasks and engaged 
with each other’s contribution, the researcher audiorecorded classroom observations 
and took field notes during their writing activities focusing on their collaborative 
dialogues (i.e. language related episodes (LREs). Both audiorecordings and field notes 
were transcribed and analysed. Following Storch (2001b), the analysis of the 
qualitative data was conducted in two phases: global analysis and micro-level analysis. 
In Phase 1, qualitative global analysis was used to classify the overall patterns of 
interactions. The researcher transcribed recordings of learners’ verbal interaction and 
analysed how each small group in both the experimental and control classes engaged 
with the CW tasks. The researcher used Storch’s (2002) dyadic interaction model 
drawing on Damon and Phelps’ (1989) criteria of (1) equality, identified as the degree 
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of participants’ contribution to the joint tasks; and (2) mutuality, measured as the 
degree of engagement with a peer’s contribution. Examining pair interaction patterns 
of ESL tertiary students by setting up equality and mutuality along two axes, as shown 
in Figure 1 below, Storch (2002) classified four patterns of interactions: 1) 
collaborative (high level of equality and mutuality); 2) dominant/dominant (high level 
of equality, but low level of mutuality); 3) dominant/passive (low level of equality and 
mutuality); and 4) expert/novice (high level of mutuality but unequal contribution). 
The inter-rater reliability was conducted for coding categories in order to increase 
trustworthiness of the data (Miles & Huberman, 1994).   
Based on a holistic view of the qualitative data (i.e. primarily the transcriptions data of 
students’ verbal interactions), in Phase 2 (the micro-level analysis), the researcher 
purposefully selected four small groups (i.e. Group 2 and 6 from the experimental 
classes, and Group 5 and 6 from the control classes) which were typical from both 
experimental and control classes. In particular, the selection was based on the principle 
of maximum variations (Miles & Huberman, 1994). Hence, it allowed the researcher 
to conduct an in-depth case study of each group and to explain them in detail. In this 
phase, the researcher closely examined how the four selected small groups approached 
the CW tasks within each group along with the important features which related to each 
pattern of small group interaction. Specifically, the analysis identified types of 
activities in on-task episodes while engaging in CW tasks. 
Finally, to elicit teachers and learners’ reflections on the implementation of CW in the 
ASL context, semi-structured interviews were conducted after the post-tests were 
given. The interviews were audiorecorded and used to generate qualitative data about 
teachers’ and students’ perceptions of CW. Once the interview data were transcribed, 
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thematic analysis was conducted to examine how teachers and students perceived the 
implementation of CW in the ASL writing classroom.  
Context  
The study was conducted in an Arabic language institute for non-native speakers of 
Arabic, which was a part of a public university situated in Makkah, the Holy city in the 
Kingdom of Saudi Arabia. This institution was established in 1975 and became a part 
of the college of Islamic shariah (law). Since 1979, this institute has been operating 
independently, being approved by the Crown Prince. The ultimate objective of 
establishing the institute was to teach Arabic to Muslims from all over the world which 
is also the language of the Holy Qur’an. In addition, the institution educates Muslims 
in the basic principles of Islamic laws apart from reading and understanding the Holy 
Qur’an and hadith (i.e. the records of traditions or sayings of the Prophet Muhammad 
which are regarded as the second major source of Islamic law and moral guidance).  In 
other words, not only does this Saudi government-owned institute teach Arabic to 
learners who come from non-Arabic speaking countries to learn about Islam, or study 
and conduct research studies regarding the structure of Arabic in teaching and learning 
Arabic at universities in Saudi Arabia, but it also trains teachers to teach Arabic at 
schools. There are thirty-five Saudi teachers employed in the institute and they hold 
bachelors, masters and PhD degrees in the field of language, literature, linguistics, and 
Arabic language learning.  
Currently, the institute offers two distinctive programs: Diploma in Arabic language 
teaching and bachelor in Arabic teacher preparation. In the Diploma program, students 
are required to complete 120 contact hours within two years at four levels. Each level 
consists of 30 contact hours approximately fifteen weeks excluding examination and 
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registration weeks. In the teaching and learning process, instructors use a main Arabic 
textbook for every level as well as Compact Discs (CDs) containing other supporting 
instructional materials. To assess learners’ progress, there are two assessment tasks: 
mid-term tests that make up forty percent of the total score and another sixty percent 
for final tests. Specifically for the mid-term tests, two to three different types of test 
(i.e. oral or written tests, and the combination of the two types of test) are administered 
which varies among instructors. Unlike the Diploma program, the bachelor program 
requires students to complete 160 contact hours within four years or at eight levels that 
range from 19 to 21 contact hours for each level. These two programs provide a variety 
of language related courses such as Reading, Writing, Conversation, Phonetics, 
Qur’an, Calligraphy and Writing, Grammar, Literary texts, Rhetoric, and other 
language skills. Modern technologies are deployed in classrooms to facilitate 
instructional processes in order to create a conducive learning environment. Those who 
complete this Diploma program with high Grade Point Average (GPA) (i.e. 
approximately 3.5 out of 4.00 scale or more) or finish their bachelor degree in an Arabic 
teacher preparation program can proceed to one of the university colleges (e.g. Arabic 
language and literature, Islamic law, and Da’wah programs) to complete bachelor 
degrees or postgraduate degree programs sponsored by the university. 
In order to be admitted in the programs, students are required to take a placement test 
prior to their study commencement since they come from various parts of the world 
with different levels of Arabic proficiency. The results of this placement test place them 
in their appropriate levels in the program. The admission process of the institute is 
highly competitive. If they pass all admission requirements, the institute provides them 
with many benefits such as free accommodation in the student lodge, monthly 
allowance, and annual reunion airfares to their countries.  
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Significance of the Study 
Given that there has been little or no research that has specifically investigated the 
effects of collaborative writing on teachers and students’ perceptions in the context of 
Arabic learning, this study was significant to teachers in Saudi Arabia as well as to 
Arabic learners. Firstly, the findings of this study will have the potential to provide a 
better understanding of how teachers and students’ reflections are related to their 
classroom practices. As a result, it will have the potential to enhance the participating 
teachers’ understandings of how to improve the writing skills of their students. This 
information will be eventually used to enhance Arabic learners’ writing outcomes. 
Secondly, methods used in this study may be adapted to be used in further studies 
related to investigating collaborative writing in ASL classrooms. Thirdly, the outcomes 
of this study will benefit the current curriculum by providing empirical evidence on the 
application for employing collaborative writing approach into Arabic language 
curriculum. Lastly, this present study will have the potential to benefit future Arabic 
learning and teaching curriculum development, Arabic teacher education and 
professional development, and ultimately Arabic learners’ writing performances in 
particular.   
Outline of The Thesis 
This introductory chapter provides an overview of the study with reference to the 
background, the research design and the research questions guiding the study. Working 
collaboratively in writing tasks can benefit learners during the whole process of 
writing, creating a positive impact on learners’ writing outcomes. Given its learning 
potential, several researchers in the area of CW have reported the effects of CW on 
students’ joint final texts, and generally showed that students who participated in CW 
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tasks produced high quality texts (e.g. Fernández Dobao, 2012; Storch, 2005; 
Wigglesworth & Storch, 2009). Still, the findings across the studies were mixed. The 
present study mainly seeks to examine CW and its effect on L2 students’ writing 
outcomes in the ASL context. 
Chapter 2 reviews the literature related to collaborative learning in L2 writing research. 
It begins with a brief explanation of the collaborative learning concept and theories 
underpinning collaborative learning, particularly sociocultural theory (SCT). It then 
explains Second Language Acquisition (SLA) theories in connection with the 
development of collaborative learning followed by a discussion of the use of 
collaborative approach in L2 classrooms. Relevant studies on how teachers and 
students perceive the implementation of collaborative writing are also reviewed. 
Finally, the last part of this chapter briefly describes Arabic as a Second Language 
(ASL) context. 
Chapter 3 provides an overview of the research design of the present study. This 
chapter first reviews the educational research and the main characteristics of 
quantitative, qualitative, and mixed methods approaches. It then discusses the rationale 
for selecting an embeded quasi-experimental mixed-method design including 
participants, tasks, and the research procedure. In collecting and analyzing the data, the 
present study employs a mix-method approach combining quantitative and qualitative 
research methods in order to capture various perspectives. Finally, an explanation of 
how the present study collects and analyses data quantitatively and qualitatively is 
provided. 
Chapter 4 first begins with the overall patterns of interaction and some of the important 
features of each pattern. Excerpts from the data transcripts and the researcher’s field 
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note are used to describe these varied patterns of interaction. The second part of chapter 
reports results in more detailed examination of the data. Even though these results are 
described for the complete data set (i.e. 32 small groups from both the experimental 
and control classes), the researcher presents and discusses the data of four small group 
more comprehensively in the second part of the chapter. Having analysed the data, the 
researcher identified the four main patterns of interactions among the experimental and 
control groups across the three given tasks.  The findings suggest that different 
treatments may influence different patterns of interaction in the class. In particular, 
different patterns of interaction probably result in different learning outcomes. These 
results justified Storch’s (2002) study that, for instance, students who worked in a 
collaborative pattern as well as an expert/novice pattern of interaction obtain greater 
benefits from collaborative writing activities. Therefore, an awareness of the nature of 
small group interaction can facilitate language learning in ASL classrooms. 
Chapter 5 presents the results regarding the differences between collaborative writing 
groups and traditional small groups in terms of the frequency of LREs produced and 
how small groups resolved LREs. The findings of this study confirm that the 
implementation of collaborative writing approach may affect positively their focus and 
outcome of LREs, but did not really influence the frequency of LREs. Overall, in spite 
of individual difference among group members, the experimental groups paid more 
attention to language and were more successful at resolving language related problems 
than the control ones. 
Chapter 6 discusses the findings of the teachers’ and students’ perceptions of traditional 
group work and collaborative writing experiences in the ASL writing classroom. 
Regarding the teacher perception, the findings suggest that although the teachers felt 
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very optimistic about the effectiveness of these approaches, the implementation of 
these approaches were quite challenging for them. In the case of student perception, 
from both experimental and control groups being interviewed, the participants 
generally felt quite positive about writing activities using collaborative writing 
approach and traditional group work. However, while the majority of experimental 
group students found the writing activities useful in many ways, many students in the 
control groups found writing in groups did not benefit them. 
Chapter 7 focuses on the effect of collaborative writing implementation on the ASL 
students’ writing development. The chapter sheds light on CW experience that may 
have led to enhanced performance on the post-test writing task of the experimental 
groups. The findings suggest that there were significant differences in the overall 
writing performance of the students in the two groups as measured by the tests and 
these could be attributed to the CW intervention implemented in the research site. The 
findings also suggest that in terms of the differences between the experimental and 
control groups on linguistic and rhetorical features, the experimental group students 
not only showed improvement on the use of linguistic features, but also utilized more 
rhetorical features compared to those working in traditional group work. 
The last chapter presents the final discussion by linking the findings together across 
the previous chapters to obtain an overall picture of the implementation of a 
collaborative writing approach in ASL writing classrooms. This chapter also discusses 
the implications of the present study for collaborative writing in the ASL contexts. It 
presents the conclusions and recommendations for practice from the study. This 
chapter also provides some suggestions for future research studies that build on the 
findings from this research. 
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Chapter 2. Literature Review 
 
This chapter reviews the literature related to collaborative learning in L2 writing 
research. It begins with a brief explanation of the collaborative learning concept and 
theories underpinning collaborative learning, particularly sociocultural theory (SCT). 
It then discusses Second Language Acquisition (SLA) theories in connection with the 
development of collaborative learning followed by a discussion of the use of a 
collaborative approach in L2 classrooms. Relevant studies on how teachers and 
students perceive the implementation of collaborative writing are also reviewed. 
Finally, the last part of this chapter briefly describes Arabic as a Second Language 
(ASL) context. 
The study explores how collaborative writing influences ASL learners’ linguistic 
knowledge as well as their Arabic writing outcomes. Although there has been 
substantial research on CW in the context of English as an L2, there is still little 
research on the use of collaborative approach to learning Arabic.  
Collaborative Learning 
Collaborative learning is an important classroom-based learning approach which 
allows learners to be responsible for their own learning through interaction (Bruffee, 
1995, 1999). Although the term “collaboration” is often used interchangeably with 
“cooperation”, Ingram and Hathorn (2004, p. 218) argue that both philosophically and 
historically, “cooperative” and “collaborative” have been understood in different ways. 
As they explain: 
Cooperation is defined as individuals working in a group with each one 
solving a portion of the problem by dividing up the work. Collaboration is 
the interdependence of the individuals as they share ideas and reach a 
conclusion or produce a product. If a group of students were given a story 
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to write, they could cooperate by assigning each member a portion of the 
story to write and then stitching the parts together. In contrast, to 
collaborate the students would discuss each part of the story, contributing 
their ideas and discussing them until they reached consensus, writing the 
story together. (Ingram & Hathorn, 2004, p. 218) 
 
Despite these subtle differences, both cooperation and collaboration seek to facilitate 
learners to work in groups to accomplish shared learning objectives. The present study 
prefers the term ‘collaboration’ as it encompasses the entire process of learning to 
achieve shared goals. Collaborative writing in ASL classrooms, for instance, includes 
students’ responsibilities for their own learning and other’s learning through assisting 
one another to understand the ASL knowledge through CW activities. In other words, 
the term ‘collaboration’ not only promotes social skill learning among learners, but 
also allows them to work together to solve learning problems, to search for shared 
understanding and to construct knowledge that eventually contributes to create a 
product in learning (e.g. jointly written texts).    
Collaborative learning is an approach that can enhance learners’ achievement and 
positive learning outcomes (Johnson & Johnson, 2003, 2005). It is believed that 
collaborative learning is more productive than individual or competitive learning 
(Johnson & Johnson, 2005). According to Slavin (2011), collaborative learning 
advocates not only learners’ academic achievement, but also their social skills 
development. To optimise the potential of collaborative learning, Johnson and Johnson 
(2003) suggested five basic requirements that learners should have during their 
collaboration:1) positive interdependence; 2) face-to-face interaction; 3) individual 
accountability; 4) interpersonal and small-group skills; and 5) group processing. Under 
these five conditions, collaborative learning occurs as learners interact with other 
group members, support each other in completing a task, co-construct their knowledge 
and skills, and contribute to their own learning. As a result, learners can benefit from 
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what their group members offer during the completion of a task. This process is known 
as internalization where learners change their interpersonal experiences into 
intrapersonal competence while interacting with their group members (Vygotsky, 
1978).    
Research has pointed out many benefits of using CL. The following eight advantages 
of collaborative learning are commonly cited (Murdoch & Wilson, 2008, p. 24): 
1) Every learner can benefit from the learning;  
2) It is time efficient;  
3) It can enhance learners’ critical thinking and learning;  
4) It promotes social learning;  
5) It can increase learners’ self confidence that is important in 
learning;  
6) It gives learners opportunity to appreciate their peers in the 
interaction;  
7) Collaborative skills are essential in real life; and  
8) It can improve learners’ communication skills and 
responsibilities.  
 
Of the eight points on the benefits of collaborative learning, it is important to focus 
particularly on four of them (i.e. item 4-6 and 8) that optimise in-class learning 
experiences and outcomes. To explain why such benefits accrue to CL, I will need to 
refer to the theories underlying the approach. This is what is undertaken in the next 
section.  
Theories underpinning Collaborative Learning  
Focusing on the importance of interaction in a group, theories of collaborative learning 
have shifted to understand how group-learning variables (e.g. group composition, 
group size, communication tools, and tasks) play their roles to mediate interaction as 
well as the learning process. Collaborative learning is seen as the intertwining of 
individual and group aspects to develop learning (Dillenbourg, Baker, Blaye, & 
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O'Malley, 1996). This relates to the nature of pair or group work in collaborative 
learning where two or more individuals (equipped with their own independent 
cognitive systems) are involved in learning interactions. In collaborative learning 
research, if the unit of analysis is the individual, research addresses how messages from 
one cognitive system are received by another. On the other hand, when investigating 
the group as the unit of analysis, it examines how group members with different 
cognitive systems collaborate to produce a shared understanding of a particular 
learning subject. To understand these two different units of analysis in collaborative 
learning research, there are two theoretical frameworks underpinning collaborative 
learning: socio-constructivist and sociocultural. 
The socio-constructivist framework explains the role of interaction with others in 
constructing knowledge. This approach is influenced by Piaget’s (1948) theory that 
basically focused on individual aspects in cognitive development. The socio-
constructivist view considers individual cognitive development as the result of social 
interactions. Some studies have documented that peer interaction facilitates learning 
through the mediating process called ‘socio-cognitive conflict’ (i.e. conflict between 
different perspectives of two or more subjects) (Doise, Mugny, & Perret-Clermont, 
1975; Tudge & Rogoff, 1999; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2009). In other words, social 
interactions can be a catalyst to solve different views in order to reach an agreement on 
a solution. Therefore, learners in pair and group work can benefit from conflicting 
views on a subject that leads to a new knowledge building. 
The sociocultural framework, on the other hand, is influenced by Vygotsky’s (1978) 
views. This framework emphasizes the relationship between individual cognitive 
development and social interaction. For instance, learners in pair or group work can 
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develop their knowledge after participating in collaborative problem solving. This 
knowledge development also relates to the process of internalization, mediation, and 
scaffolding from other group members that take place in ‘zone of proximal 
development’ (ZPD) (Vygotsky, 1978).  
With regards to the significance of social interaction in learning, the present study is 
mainly based on the Vygotskian sociocultural framework. The following section 
briefly explains how collaborative learning is informed by sociocultural theory (SCT) 
(Vygotsky, 1978).  
Sociocultural Theory 
Sociocultural theory is a popular theory proposed by Lev Vygotsky (1978), a Russian 
psychologist. This emerging theory basically emphasizes the contribution of society in 
individual development. The SCT is a constructivist theory that posits that as 
individuals interact with others, they learn to make meaning from these experiences. 
In other words, interaction between adults and children and among peers in learning 
plays an important role for individual development of higher order functions. Thus, 
SCT not only focuses on how collaborative work in pairs or small groups influences 
individual learning; it also illustrates how instruction and learning occur. The following 
is a brief review of sociocultural theory in L2 learning with reference to three basic 
tenets of SCT which are relevant to the study, namely Zone of Proximal Development 
(ZPD), mediation, and scaffolding. 
Zone of Proximal Development 
The concept of Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) is an essential aspect in SCT. It 
has been applied to L2 learning classrooms where teachers assist or ‘scaffold’ learners’ 
development through interaction and provide mediational tools to foster development. 
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According to Vygotsky (1978, p. 86), the ZPD is “the distance between the actual 
development level as determined by independent problem solving and the level of 
potential development as determined through problem solving under adult guidance or 
in collaboration with more capable peers”. In other words, it refers to what a learner 
can achieve with assistance which he/she cannot yet do independently. 
Although the initial concept was particularly related to the assistance of more 
competent adults in interaction, some researchers such as Swain and Lapkin (1998) and 
Lantolf (2000) have further developed the area of the ZPD by including culturally 
constructed tools (e.g. technologies) along with human assistance. As a result, the 
concept of ZPD may explain the cognitive development achieved by the assistance of 
educational tools. This, in turn, describes how technological tools can be used in L2 
learning through synchronous or asynchronous interactions. 
There have been some studies that show how the concept of ZPD supports the 
collaborative approach in L2 learning (e.g. Donato, 1994; Edstrom, 2015; Fernández 
Dobao, 2012; Storch & Aldosari, 2013). For instance, Storch and Aldosari (2013) 
found that learners could build on each other’s contributions through collective 
scaffolding. They also claimed that even less proficient students could support their 
more proficient peers as one of the most important things in pair work was the 
interaction patterns, not the students’ actual proficiency level. Similarly, Edstrom 
(2015) also confirmed the importance of interaction patterns. He found that 
collaborative interactions in L2 writing could create productive working atmospheres 
which allowed them to share ideas and to pool their L2 knowledge. That is, in the 
learning process, students can develop “their own L2 knowledge and extend the 
linguistic development of their peers” (Donato, 1994, p. 52).  
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In summary, the notion of ZPD in SCT is significant in collaborative L2 learning. The 
learning setting of pair or group work allows learners to interact and learn from more 
competent learners to solve L2 learning problems. It is expected that a learner can 
perform a task in L2 learning later independently. 
Mediation 
According to Lantolf (2000), one of the basic tenets of SCT is that the mind is mediated. 
In other words, an individual does not build a direct relationship with the world, but 
this relationship is mediated by the use of tools or mediators. Vygotsky (1978) 
classified three types of mediators, namely physical tools (e.g. pens), psychological 
tools (e.g. language), and other human beings (Kozulin, 1998).  These three types of 
mediators to some extent, have led SLA researchers to investigate their implementation 
in real classroom settings. For instance, in a computer-supported language classroom, 
L2 teachers assign their students to complete their writing tasks collaboratively by 
using computers (a physical tool) to facilitate interaction with other group members. 
Students also use language (a psychological tool) to negotiate ideas and meaning with 
others during classroom interactions. It can be seen that student interaction, language 
use, and technology integration in L2 classrooms can mediate L2 learning.    
Based on SCT, learning is social interaction. Learning is mediated through interacting 
with others, exchanging ideas, concepts and actions (Vygotsky, 1978). This premise 
has provided SLA teachers with new aspects to explore their teaching practice from 
the nature of teacher-learners and learner-learner relationships. Many studies have 
examined the application of both approaches in SLA classrooms (Anton, 1999; 
Gibbons, 2003; Tan, Wigglesworth, & Storch, 2010; Topping, Miller, Thurston, 
McGavock, & Conlin, 2011; Watanabe & Swain, 2007; Yoon & Kim, 2012).  
	 25	
Regarding the teacher as a mediator in the classroom, traditionally, a teacher introduces 
learners to new knowledge and assists them until they fully understand the concept. 
Nowadays, teachers’ roles have become more interactive and visible, as they have been 
influenced by SCT. A teacher is no longer a person who transmits the knowledge, but 
rather acts as a facilitator who assists learners to construct new knowledge and engage 
them in their own learning process. This is in line with what Gibbons’ (2003) study 
showed. In her study, she investigated the interaction between teacher and learners in 
a content-based classroom.  She documented that the teacher not only assisted learners 
to enhance their English language skills, but also developed their knowledge in the 
subject matter. Thus, it can be said that teacher-learners interaction is vital to learners’ 
cognitive development as long as the content is meaningful. Particularly, learning 
process and development occur when teachers know how to be a good mediator in their 
teaching practice.  
Another approach to the interaction is peers as mediators. Peer interaction can facilitate 
learners to develop their skills in the L2. In developing learners’ writing skills, for 
instance, many studies have explored how peer interaction mediates the writing process 
(Fernández Dobao, 2012; Kuiken & Vedder, 2002; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2012a, 
2012b). These studies have shown that negotiations among learners happened during 
the writing process. As a result, learners’ writing skills were improved as they could 
exchange ideas and discuss them with their peers. For instance, Fernández Dobao 
(2012) found that learners who wrote in pairs and small groups could produce more 
LREs and correctly solve them since they shared more linguistic resources.  In the same 
vein, Wigglesworth and Storch (2012a) argue that students working in pairs 
collaboratively performed the tasks successfully – writing shorter but grammatically 
more accurate essays. In particular, collaboration had a positive effect on learners’ 
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linguistic accuracy of the essays completed. Thus, peer interaction is an essential 
mediator for successful L2 learning. 
Scaffolding 
Another main concept of SCT is scaffolding which refers to appropriate assistance or 
tools provided in the ZPD to complete certain tasks in L2 learning. Scaffolding is the 
main mechanism used by teachers to assist learners in the L2 learning process. Wood, 
Bruner, and Ross (1976) proposed six functions of scaffolding, namely 1) recruit 
novice’s attention; 2) simplify the task; 3) maintain the task direction towards its goal; 
4) mark the important features; 5) control disturbance and frustration; and 6) model 
idealized solutions. Once a learner can perform a task independently, this scaffolding 
is eventually removed.  
In addition, Greenfield (1984) noted that scaffolding is not only able to assist learners 
during the completion of a task, but also to give information about how to work on the 
same task independently later. This is in line with Van Lier’s (1996, p. 199) observation 
that “scaffolding is strategic behavior determined by close and continual scrutiny of 
what is easy and difficult for learners, guided by the long term sense of direction and 
continuity, a local plan of action, and a moment to moment interactional decision-
making”. Thus, scaffolding is a social tool to assist learners to move from their current 
developmental level to the potential level.  
Numerous studies have used the notion of scaffolding and demonstrated improvements 
in learners’ cognitive development in collaborative L2 learning settings (Fernández 
Dobao, 2014b; Fernández Dobao & Blum, 2013; Kim & McDonough, 2008; Kuiken 
& Vedder, 2002; Storch, 2001a; Topping et al., 2011; Tudge & Rogoff, 1999; 
Watanabe & Swain, 2007; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2009, 2012b). Most of these studies 
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also indicate that collaborative work among peers helps learners produce the L2 in 
accurate forms. For example, Fernández Dobao (2014b) reported that when students 
pooled their knowledge and resources, they could scaffold each other and co-construct 
L2 knowledge. As a result, they could achieve a performance level which was beyond 
their individual competence level. Likewise, Wigglesworth and Storch (2009, 2012b) 
found that students collaborated to solve their language-related problems which 
resulted in promoting L2 learning. In other words, some scaffolding provided is mutual 
through interactions. Therefore, the impact of scaffolding on learners’ interaction is 
significant in their L2 development.  
Sociocultural Theory in L2 Learning 
SLA theorists consider interaction as a springboard where L2 learning takes place. For 
instance, learners learn the L2 through interpersonal activity, such as interacting with 
their teachers, who provide ‘scaffolding’ in learning. This concept is related to 
sociocultural theory in L2 learning that is fundamentally influenced by Piaget (1948) 
and Vygotsky’s (1978) theoretical perspectives on learning in groups. 
Both Piaget and Vygotsky support the role of social interaction as being central to the 
foundation on which the collaborative approach in the L2 instruction is built. They are 
interested in the effects of a social framework on individuals’ cognitive development. 
Both basically view the concept of the developmental process and the cognation 
between the individual and the social context. In other words, they consider that the 
aspects of individual cannot be isolated from the social factors (Tudge & Rogoff, 
1999).  For instance, learners acquire the knowledge of the world (e.g. language) 
through activities involving interaction with others as they progressively develop.  
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Even though Piaget and Vygotsky have some perspectives in common regarding the 
roles of social interaction in individual’s cognitive development, they hold opposing 
views on how individuals acquire and develop their knowledge and skills.  While the 
Piagetian account of development mainly considers that learning is initiated by 
cognitive conflict (i.e. resulting from conflictual circumstances where children having 
equal level of advancement exchange viewpoints in order to incorporate new 
information into their existing knowledge), the Vygotskian concept of development not 
only entails cognitive conflict, but also social interaction which first influences how 
new information is processed, transformed, and internalised as soon as learners become 
more competent.  
Specifically, Vygotsky argues that learners’ potential development level is determined 
through guidance from adults or in interaction with more advanced peers. The 
development occurs in the zone of proximal development (ZPD) that is central to 
Vygotsky’s theory of cognitive development based on the roles of culture and social 
interactions (known as sociocultural theory). The ZPD not only encompasses learning 
processes through ‘scaffolding’ (e.g. feedback about their level of understanding) from 
more competent peers, but also cognitive development when children eventually are 
able to work independently on given tasks. In relation to L2 learning, Vygotsky’s 
sociocultural theory considers language acquisition as a communicative and 
collaborative activity in which social interaction is paramount, and this activity reflects 
the learner’s culture and beliefs (Aukrust, 2010; Richards & Rodgers, 2014).  Thus, as 
one of the approaches in the SLA, collaborative language learning is influenced by the 
Vygotskian sociocultural theory.  
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In contrast with the Vygotskian tradition, Piaget’s theory views social influences on 
the concept of learners’ development as less significant. Piaget mostly focuses on 
cognitive conflict brought by individuals’ discrepancies between their beliefs in 
viewing the state of the world and new information they are experiencing (Gillies & 
Ashman, 2003; Tudge & Rogoff, 1999). As a result, they may try to adapt their ways 
of thinking to better fit their current experiences. Still, Piaget’s early work (1932)  
stated that cognitive conflict could emerge in social interaction. For example, in a 
discussion forum, learners may hold different viewpoints on a subject.  Subsequently, 
they review their own understanding and try to resolve the disagreement by searching 
for new information to construct better understanding about the case. From this 
example, it can be seen that learners’ cognitive development is influenced by social 
interaction among peers when they are confronting their views. This concept was later 
known as ‘socio-cognitive conflict’ which was first introduced by Doise, Mugny, and 
Perret-Clermont (1975) and was at the crossroads of the Piagetian cognitive conflict 
and sociocultural theory. Therefore, interaction among peers is a main catalyst to 
exchange viewpoints which facilitates learning for learners.  
To conclude, the Vygotskian and Piagetian theoretical perspectives show two views on 
how learners are likely to learn from each other even though they are just beginners. 
Basically, both of these views are complementary in emphasizing the significance of 
pairing in shared thinking processes in learning. While Vygotsky as a social 
constructivist considers that learners need mediation or scaffolding from adults or more 
competent peers to produce learning in the process of social interaction, Piaget as an 
individual constructivist focuses on how learners learn from confronting different 
viewpoints in the interaction, seeking more information to agree with each other, and 
accommodating differences in order to have a better understanding. Furthermore, the 
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notion of mutual cooperation is a shared learning process because the essence of both 
the Vygotskian and Piagetian perspectives is to suggest the concept of intersubjectivity 
(i.e. where higher mental function is jointly carried out by an individual with other 
people). This concept can develop a classroom design performing a community of 
learners. This concept can be implemented in L2 classrooms to promote learning and 
critical thinking such as in L2 writing classrooms.  
Collaborative Learning and other SLA theories  
Collaborative learning provides L2 learners with negotiated interaction that drives 
language learning in pairs and small groups. The collaborative approach is strongly 
endorsed by other dominant theories of SLA including the Comprehensible Input 
Hypothesis (Krashen, 1985; Pica, 1994, 1996), the Interaction Hypothesis (Long, 1985, 
1996), and the Comprehensible Output Hypothesis (Swain, 1985, 1995, 2005).  
Comprehensible Input Hypothesis 
Input relates to language which is available for learners through both listening and 
reading (Gass & Mackey, 2006, 2007). Input in most SLA frameworks is an important 
aspect in L2 learning process. It gives learners the essential evidence from which they 
can learn to form linguistic hypotheses, as exposure to the L2 itself is not adequate to 
acquire the L2 (Gass & Mackey, 2007). It implies that the input which is available to 
learners has to be comprehensible (Krashen, 1985). If not, they cannot form the 
hypotheses required for learning and forming interlanguage grammar. However, there 
has been some disagreement in the field of SLA related to Krashen’s (1985) 
comprehensible input hypothesis in terms of the role of language input. While in many 
approaches to SLA it is considered an important element, others regard input to play a 
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secondary role (Ellis, 2008).  Nevertheless, what has been changed in connection with 
the role of input in L2 learning is the notion of how input is processed and internalised 
by learners (Doughty & Long, 2008).  Gass (1997) believes that no one can acquire an 
L2 without language input. What is more, input contributes to the development of 
individual linguistic system in SLA theories known as interlanguage 
To support Krashen’s hypothesis, several researchers have suggested modification in 
the original proposition to come up with three potential types of comprehensible input, 
namely pre-modified input, interactionally modified input, and modified output (Ellis, 
1995, 1999; Ellis & He, 1999; Gass & Varonis, 1994; Long, 1996). According to Long 
(1996),  pre-modified input covers any type of language input which has been 
simplified before exposing it to learners; on the other hand, interactionally modified 
input stems from input modification that happens once learners find difficulties in 
understanding messages in their interaction with other interlocutors while  modified 
output involves learners’ attempts to modify their output to make it more 
comprehensible to interlocutors.  
Likewise, input can be made comprehensible through negotiation in interaction (Pica, 
1996). In other words, through negotiation, “learners work linguistically to achieve the 
needed comprehensibility, whether repeating a message verbatim, adjusting its syntax, 
changing its words, or modifying its form or meaning in a host of other ways” (Pica, 
1994, p. 494). Many SLA studies indicate that negotiated interaction can make L2 input 
become more comprehensible to learners (Gass & Mackey, 2007; Gass, Mackey, & 
Pica, 1998; Long, 1996). Therefore, it is believed that negotiated interaction in which 
learners have chances to interact with competent interlocutors (e.g. native speakers) 
provides them with comprehensible input (Pica, 1994, 1996).  
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To conclude, input is essential in the development of SLA. Input alone nevertheless 
cannot facilitate L2 learning. Unless it is negotiated in the interaction, input is not 
useful in L2 learning. Interaction in collaborative learning, for instance, is one of 
strategies to optimize input in L2 learning. Assigning L2 learners to work 
collaboratively in pairs or small groups can provide them with opportunities to engage 
in discussing language concepts which in turn not only improve their language skills, 
but also increase their linguistic knowledge input. 
Interaction Hypothesis 
The implementation of peer or group learning satisfies the requirements of the 
interaction hypothesis. Long’s (1983, 1985) interaction hypothesis was based on 
Krashen’s (1985) comprehensible input hypothesis as it is important for learners to 
acquire the L2, so that the comprehensible input should be one level ahead from 
learners’ current level of proficiency (i+1). Interaction deals with communication 
where there is some indication that an utterance is not completely comprehended, and 
interlocutors have to interrupt the flow of communication so that both parties 
understand messages delivered (Gass & Selingker, 2001). Negotiated interactions 
frequently take place when non-native speakers (NNSs) are involved in a conversation.  
Long (1980) pointed out that exchanges involving NNSs showed forms that did not 
appear when native speakers (NSs) were involved. When non-proficient NNSs are 
involved in a conversation, for instance, confirmation and comprehension checks and 
clarification requests take place. Long’s (1996, pp. 451-452) updated interaction 
hypothesis proposes that “negotiation for meaning, and especially negotiation work 
that triggers interaction adjustments by the NS or more competent interlocutor, 
facilitates acquisition because it connects input, internal learner capacities, particularly 
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selective attention, and output in productive ways”. Further, according to Gass and 
Torres (2005), interaction can be considered as an attention-drawing tool which draws 
attention to unknown parts of language input. Interaction can also direct learners’ 
attention to a specific discrepancy between what learners know about the L2 and what 
the L2 actually is, or a part of L2, that learners have no or little information about. 
Hence, language learning can occur through interaction.  
Allwright (1984) states that classroom pedagogy involves a process of live interaction 
among learners. During interaction, they produce comprehensible output that turns out 
to be sources of input for other learners. There are some factors (e.g. lexical, 
phonological and syntactic as well as cultural issues) that can cause misunderstandings 
during the interaction. Learners use strategies to sort these misunderstandings out by 
seeking clarification or correct information. Then, teachers or other learners provide 
feedback that “tests their hypotheses and refine their development knowledge of the 
language system” (Hedge, 2000, p. 35). In other words, feedback can facilitate 
language development. 
In summary, both input and interaction can promote the development of SLA. 
Particularly, interaction between teachers and learners or between learners can be 
useful sources for learners to notice gaps in their L2 through interactional adjustments. 
Collaborative learning as one of interactional adjustments can facilitate both input and 
interaction simultaneously.  
Comprehensible Output Hypothesis 
Another hypothesis, which is important in interaction and SLA theories, is Swain’s 
(1985, 1995, 2005) comprehensible output hypothesis. This hypothesis justifies how 
collaborative learning is useful in L2 learning. Swain (1985) pointed that learners need 
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to generate comprehensible output, as comprehensible input alone is not adequate to 
facilitate SLA. Alternatively, comprehensible output can be an essential source of L2 
learning in conversations. She added that this is a better way to know the extent of 
learners’ linguistic knowledge by using the knowledge in productive ways. In 1985, 
nevertheless, output was merely regarded as a way to produce what has been learned 
and the notion of output as part of learning mechanism was not recognised (Gass & 
Selingker, 2001). Then, Swain (1995) suggested that output may stimulate learners to 
transform semantic and strategic processing in comprehension into complete 
grammatical processing for language production. Therefore, output has a potential role 
in the development of morphology and syntax.  
Having noted her three comprehensible output functions (i.e. noticing, hypothesis-
testing, and metalinguistic functions) in 1995, Swain (2000, 2001) replaced ‘pushed 
output’ with ‘collaborative dialogue’. This replacement is a result of the influence of 
sociocultural theory and some criticisms made by some researchers (e.g. Kramsch 
(1995) and Van Lier (2000)) who noted that  terms such as ‘input’ and ‘output’ make 
L2 learning become machine-like processing. According to Swain (2000, p. 102), 
collaborative dialogue is “the dialogue in which speakers are engaged in problem 
solving and knowledge building”. In this kind of dialogue, language is considered to 
address two functions, namely cognitive (i.e. it facilitates the process of knowledge) 
and social (i.e. it is the primary tool to interact with others). 
Since Swain’s hypothesis suggests that collaborative learning can help learners to 
produce the L2 or to ‘language’ about the L2, examples in which learners discuss the 
L2 aspects are called ‘languaging’ or known in SLA theory as Language Related 
Episodes (LREs). Lesser (2004, p. 56) attempts to define this term as “when learners 
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1) question the meaning of a linguistic item; 2) ask about the correct 
spelling/pronunciation of a word; 3) ask about the correct grammatical forms; and 4) 
correct their own use or others’ usage of words, forms, or structures”.  
Some research shows that LREs indicate learners’ L2 development (Lesser, 2004; 
Swain & Lapkin, 1998; Williams, 2001). For instance, Swain and Lapkin (1998) 
reported that LREs enable learners to build forms and meaning collaboratively when 
they want to produce the L2. Thus, LREs can present the language use during L2 
learning process. 
Collaborative Approach to the L2 Classroom 
Extensive research has been conducted on how the collaborative approach enables 
students to develop L2 proficiency in the classroom (e.g. Cheung & Slavin, 2012; Pan 
& Wu, 2013; Partridge & Eamoraphan, 2015; Puzlo, Keyes, Cole, & Jiménez, 2013). 
These studies have established that having students working collaboratively is a 
powerful pedagogical practice in learning the L2 which can generate positive effects 
on their L2 skills. Specifically, student collaboration in a joint activity facilitates social 
interaction in the L2 classroom through negotiation, discussion, and feedback. For 
instance, Cheung and Slavin (2012) synthesized studies on outcomes of all types of 
programs likely to improve English reading outcomes for Spanish-dominant EFL 
learners in an elementary school. They found that an extensive use of collaborative 
learning and one-on-one tutoring approaches were promising interventions. These two 
approaches enabled EFL learners to extensively use their  developing language skills 
in meaningful contexts. Similarly, Pan and Wu (2013), who investigated the effect of 
cooperative learning to improve reading comprehension of EFL freshmen, found 
statistically significant differences approving of cooperative learning instruction, 
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especially for low- and medium-proficiency learners. That is, the results show that 
those students who received cooperative learning instruction on reading 
comprehension tasks performed better than those who got traditional lecture 
instruction. Cooperating with their peers provided them with encouragement and 
support that led to the development of students’ reading skills.  
As informed by Vygotsky’s (1978) sociocultural theory, language acquisition takes 
place when learners interact with others and work together in the Zone of Proximal 
Development (ZPD). In other words, they move from peer assistance to exercising 
autonomy in solving their own learning problems. 
Collaboration between the teacher and learners and among learners is an important 
factor in a learner-centered classroom, which also constitutes the main feature of 
Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) (Richards, 2006). L2 learning process is 
no longer considered as one-way knowledge transmission from teachers to learners 
(Richards & Rodgers, 2014). Peer learning has an important place in the L2 learning 
process, which is central in the collaborative learning classroom (Topping, 2005). 
Therefore, it is important to investigate the effectiveness of collaborative learning in a 
classroom so that teachers can encourage learners to actively participate in classroom 
activities.  
Collaborative Work: Pair and Group Work 
Common practice in second language (L2) classrooms today has evolved into 
interactional and productive forms. Working collaboratively in pairs or small groups is 
widely considered as beneficial for L2 learning. In other words, students learn the L2 
more effectively when they work in pairs or small groups. For instance, research has 
revealed that students working in pairs or groups engage in their tasks using the L2 
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more than teacher-led activities (Tan et al., 2010). This collaborative practice provides 
students with opportunities to interact, develop interpersonal relationship, assist one 
another, and share ideas related to given tasks (Gillies & Ashman, 2003; Gillies & 
Boyle, 2010; Gillies & Cunnington, 2015; Slavin, 2011, 2015; Topping, 2005; Topping 
et al., 2011).  
Many studies have supported the implementation of pair and group work in L2 settings. 
Investigations conducted on Long’s (1985, 1996) interaction hypothesis such as Pica, 
Holliday, Lewis, Berducci, and Newman (1991), A Mackey (1999), Tan et al. (2010), 
Storch and Aldosari (2012), Fernández Dobao (2014b), and Shin, Lidster, Sabraw, and 
Yeager (2015) have reported that when students complete tasks in pairs or small 
groups, they are involved in negotiating (e.g. recasts, confirmation, and requests for 
clarification) that makes input  more comprehensible and focuses on developing their 
linguistic knowledge. These studies demonstrate that the interaction hypothesis plays 
an important role in L2 learning.  
In a similar vein, Storch (2002) found that pair work can benefit learners in language 
learning even though they do not always collaborate in a pattern which is favorable in 
language learning. Learners tend to assist each other (i.e. offer and receive each other’s 
assistance like corrective feedback) when they work in expert/novice relationships. 
According to Ferris (2011), corrective feedback (e.g., grammar correction) enables 
student to improve their texts. In contrast, when learners work in a dominant/passive 
or a dominant/dominant pattern, there is little chance for language learning to take 
place. The few studies that have examined the pair interaction in L2 settings reveal 
similar findings (Ives, 2004; Watanabe, 2004; Watanabe & Swain, 2007). They found 
that a dominant/passive pattern of interaction, for example, did not facilitate L2 as 
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passive learners tended to feel intimidated during collaborative work. In other words, 
passive learners did not benefit from their interaction with dominant ones. 
Considering the benefits of the use of pair and small group works in a collaborative 
approach to learning, teachers have to focus on how students perceive and interact with 
one another to complete a task as a part of their instruction, and create a supportive 
learning environment. Moreover, structuring student interaction patterns may show 
how well students learn and how they feel about each other, particularly in the L2 
classroom, because this pedagogical practice can create meaningful communication 
among students and allow them to take part in problem-solving and communication 
activities to reach task objectives. This also enables students to immerse themselves in 
the use of L2.  
To conclude, the instructional use of pair or small groups can boost students’ own and 
their peer’s learning (Johnson & Johnson, 2009, 2014).  Any task in any course can 
implement pair and small-group approaches to achieve shared learning objectives 
where there is a reciprocal responsibility to accomplish each group participant’s 
success. In this view, interaction in pair and small group work may benefit learners in 
improving their L2 writing skills.  
L2 Writing Pedagogy  
Writing in a second foreign language (L2) is a complex process (Hyland, 2003; Shukri, 
2014; Smith, 2001). It involves cognitive, affective, social, and cultural aspects 
(Raoofi, Chan, Mukundan, & Rashid, 2014). These aspects influence L2 learners in the 
writing process. For instance, cognitive aspects (i.e. the process of L2 internalisation) 
play an important role when learners practice their L2 linguistic and content knowledge 
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(e.g. vocabulary use and discourse styles in the L2) to produce a written text. During 
this process, learners may make errors that are gradually eliminated once they 
internalize the L2. Social, cultural and affective factors also affect L2 learners’ writing 
performance.  As an example, highly motivated learners tend to perform better on their 
writing than those who perceive writing tasks as a useless activity. Therefore, teachers 
need to be aware of such aspects in the writing process so that they can assist learners 
to deal with challenges in developing their L2 writing skills.  
In academic settings, L2 writing has a main function, namely to extend learners’ 
knowledge when they are required to perform assessment tasks. For example, when 
students enter higher education, they need to understand how academic writing works 
including writing components, rhetorical structures, and other writing conventions so 
that they can effectively write different academic genres including project reports and 
essays. The writing skills that they develop in universities enable them to progress into 
their specialised fields as they can produce academic reports within their fields of 
interest through their academic writing performance (Hyland, 2004). Moreover, in 
tertiary education, students are often assessed predominantly by their writing skills. 
They are assigned to produce essays, project reports, and other writing tasks as 
evidence for their understanding of materials taught in courses. Thus, writing skills are 
critical for performing writing tasks successfully; these skills are even more critical for 
L2 learners who write in a language other than their L1.  
Given the crucial role of writing skills instruction in formal settings, writing teachers 
have to identify various factors that influence L2 learners’ writing development. One 
way to assist learners to develop their writing skills is to identify problems they 
encounter in writing and employ pedagogical interventions that develop their 
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metacognitive awareness of writing (Negretti & Kuteeva, 2011). One critical factor in 
developing learners’ language skills is having a learning strategy. Research has shown 
that L2 learning strategies are useful for language learning that relate to learners’ 
performance (Kummin & Rahman, 2010; Zhang & Zhang, 2013), language proficiency 
(Hong-Nam & Leavell, 2006; Lai, 2009), L2 motivation (Cheng & Dörnyei, 2007; 
Khatib & Sarem, 2012; Matsumoto, 2009; Wharton, 2000; Xu, 2011), and learning 
styles (Liu & He, 2014; Xuu, 2011). Despite the great number of studies that have been 
conducted in the area of L2 learning strategies, there is still a need to further investigate 
its effectiveness on L2 skills, such as writing. 
Approaches to Writing Instruction 
There are three main approaches in writing instruction, namely product-, process-, and 
genre-based approaches (Badger & White, 2000; Kern, 2000) that have been deployed 
to develop L2 learners’ writing skills. Each of these approaches is described in some 
detail in this section.  
Product-based Approach 
This traditional approach focuses on sentence structures, organization, and 
grammatical aspects of model texts. Learners are assigned to analyse and imitate a 
range of models usually provided in textbooks so that they can produce their own 
writing. Put differently, learners are “engaged in imitating, copying, and transforming 
model of correct language” (Nunan, 1991, p. 87).  Teachers emphasize the importance 
of accuracy in copying in order to allow learners to be aware of grammatical accuracy 
of structure by being exposed to texts and internalize the components of structures into 
larger units (Schmidt, 1995).  
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Nevertheless, the emphasis of product-based writing is the final product in order to 
assess its accuracy, not the process of writing. Thus, teachers have paid little attention 
to how to effectively intervene during the writing process. Further, this approach might 
be useful for beginner writers who learn many grammatical structures and how to use 
vocabulary items in their contexts. Focusing on a final product in writing activity may 
not be effective for intermediate or advanced learners as it particularly limits their 
creative writing capacity and does not provide guidance on the way writers produce 
their pieces of writing. Due to the dissatisfaction with this approach (Hyland, 2003, 
2004), a new rationale has emerged for explicating the writing process. This process 
includes the phases of pre-writing, writing, revising, and re-writing. 
Process-based Approach 
The idea of process writing has accompanied by a shifting focus from grammatical 
accuracy to communicative language teaching.  According to Tribble (1996, p. 37), 
process approaches focus on “writing activities which move learners from 
the generation of ideas and the collection of data through to the ‘publication’ of a 
finished text”. In other words, the process-based writing approach focuses on creative 
writing where learners produce their opinions with a stress on meaning rather than 
form. This enables learners to practice and develop their writing skills. During the 
recursive process of drafting and revising, learners can obtain feedback from their 
teachers or peers and find some writing strategies to respond to from such feedback. 
Specifically, teachers can assist learners to develop drafts of what they want to write 
and improve on them to complete given tasks. 
However, there have been some criticisms of this approach as it is time-consuming and 
involves a long process of writing and re-writing which is often not suitable when 
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students are being assessed on what they can write independently. When writing in L2, 
students pay too much attention to the form or to finding appropriate words, that may 
limit their focus on formulating ideas or planning their writing (Cumming, 2001). 
Further, teachers may need to overcome some issues related to large class sizes, 
particularly in most EFL/ESL contexts. Since one of the roles of teachers is to facilitate 
learning and not provide direct guidance to every learner, learners can also face some 
problems when it comes to different features of writing conventions.  As a result, there 
is an emerging issue that learners need to be familiar with different conventions of 
various genres of writing through explicit instruction.   
Genre-based approach 
A dominant approach to writing focuses on different genres of writing (Johns, 2003). 
This approach arises due to insufficient attention being given to different forms and 
functions of writing in classrooms. This approach allows learners to copy available 
models of writing genres and understand their different goals that come along with 
particular linguistic features. Hyland (2003) points out that this approach suggests that 
explicit instruction is an effective strategy to teach learners the different linguistic 
features of each genre. It enables learners to develop their linguistic competence from 
different genres and improve their writing skills in a variety of genres. Further, it is 
believed that if learners are exposed to this approach, they can become more creative 
as they learn how to write different genres. Therefore, when it comes to practice, 
teachers need to fully understand how to implement this approach in the classroom. 
All in all, these three approaches are complementary despite the different nature of 
writing. Integrating these approaches in writing in a classroom can facilitate learners 
to develop their L2 writing skills. In other words, L2 learners may benefit from the 
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strengths of each approach in their writing practices. In Communicative Language 
Teaching (CLT), writing should not be taught as an object of study. Rather, writing 
activity is considered as a system of communication while producing a text. Therefore, 
to develop L2 learners’ written communication skills, collaborative writing can be used 
to facilitate them in communicating their ideas during text production. Through 
collaborative writing, L2 learners in group work participate in writing activities as 
writers and readers simultaneously. In this perspective, collaborative writing can 
develop both learners’ communicative competence and their L2 knowledge. The 
following section further discusses the concept of collaborative writing and its roles in 
L2 classrooms. 
Collaborative Approach to L2 Writing 
A large number of studies on L2 learning strategies have addressed L2 writing 
strategies (deLarios, Manchon, Murphy, & Marin, 2008; Lee, 2011; Raoofi et al., 2014; 
Sasaki, 2002, 2004, 2007; Wong, 2005). Some studies have focused on the role of 
writing strategies in L2 learners’ writing performance (McMullen, 2009; L. T. C. 
Nguyen & Gu, 2013). For instance, Nguyen and Gu (2013) found that writing strategies 
instruction could effectively improve L2 learners’ writing performance.  
Studies have also been conducted on the relationship between writing strategies and 
L2 writing skills. Many studies investigating the relationship between writing 
strategies and L2 writing competence have revealed that learners’ writing skills are 
strongly related to writing strategies (Bai, Hu, & Gu, 2013; Chien, 2012; Raoofi et al., 
2014; Sasaki, 2004). Learners who have high writing proficiency employ more writing 
strategies such as planning, revising, and reviewing strategies (Chien, 2012). In similar 
studies, Bai et al. (2013)  and Raoofi et al. (2014) have demonstrated  that L2 writing 
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strategies (e.g. drafting, editing, and evaluating) were positively related to English 
language proficiency.  
Another factor contributing to the improvement of L2 learners’ writing skills is the 
design of appropriate writing tasks.  L2 teachers have to be able to select writing tasks 
that facilitate L2 learning and promote communication in L2 classrooms. According to 
Van Avermaet, Colpin, Van Corp, Bogaert, and Van den Branden (2006), L2 teachers 
need to consider a task as a bridge between the comprehensible input and output 
production. In other words, as a classroom activity, tasks require L2 learners to 
comprehend, interact, and produce an outcome in the L2. Further, L2 teachers need to 
design tasks that stimulate learners’ active involvement regardless of the stock of their 
linguistic resources in order to achieve their communicative goals in L2 learning.  
Previous research has also revealed that a task-based approach in L2 writing 
classrooms is effective in providing a practical and helpful way to enhance L2 learners’ 
writing skills (Asgarikia, 2014; Cao, 2012; Marashi, 2012; Min, 2014; Seifollahi & 
Tamjid, 2012; Tiwari, 2014). Generally, the findings of these studies show that writing 
tasks can be regarded as a tool to explore ideas and learn how the L2 works in a written 
mode of communication. Even though during the completion of writing tasks L2 
learners may face difficulties regarding linguistic resources, the experience can provide 
opportunities for L2 learners to identify their linguistic strengths and weaknesses. It is 
expected that they will acquire the L2 naturally by accomplishing various writing tasks. 
Briefly, as a productive skill, the skill of writing is crucial not only for L2 learners to 
master in order to improve their communication skills, but also for language teachers 
to find strategies on how to best teach this skill especially in L2 contexts. In other 
words, it is important to understand how L2 learners learn to write in the L2 and how 
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language teachers design such writing activities to teach them effectively and involve 
their active participation in classrooms. Of course, this is not an easy task for teachers 
to encourage L2 learners to participate in writing tasks when it comes to manage 
especially big classrooms. Accordingly, since L2 writing activities are considered as 
the process of meaning construction and language production involving social activity 
in the L2 classroom from a sociocultural perspective, collaborative approach in writing 
activities can be taken into account in L2 learning. 
Collaborative Writing in L2 Classrooms  
The notion of collaborative writing as a tool to establish the linguistic knowledge and 
writing conventions of the L2 has been based on Vygotsky’s (1978) sociocultural 
perspective. In collaborative work, learners attempt to work together to establish shared 
understandings as part of individual understandings. In other words, knowledge is built 
when individuals work together to reach a shared goal in the course of collaborative 
meaning-making through a particular discourse (Wells, 2000). Likewise, in 
collaborative writing, learners are prompted to decide the language required to 
articulate their ideas. Thus, they need to construct a written text where they can insert 
their ideas. In the process, they actively participate and interact with others in 
negotiating meanings as a way to acquire information from each other in a writing 
activity. Apparently, teachers are no longer considered as the only actor in learning 
who transfers knowledge to learners in this learning context. Rather, a classroom is 
seen as an important context in which learners build new knowledge and experience 
meaningful interaction with the teacher and among themselves.  
Research in collaborative writing has supported the value of dialogue in classroom 
interaction among learners (Kim & McDonough, 2008; Swain, 2000; Swain & 
	 46	
Watanabe, 2013; Yeh, 2014). Collaborative dialogue can facilitate learners to 
participate in problem solving and knowledge construction. In L2 learning, it can assist 
learners to build their linguistic knowledge and focus on using language on their own 
(Swain, 2000; Swain & Watanabe, 2013). During collaborative writing, for instance, 
learners actively participate in dialogue that prompts them to pay attention to gaps in 
producing a written text. Therefore, they not only reflect their own language use in text 
production but also gain better understanding about language use in a written text.  
In summary, as a learner-centered approach, collaborative writing is the joint authoring 
or collaborative authorship of a written text in which more than one writer discusses, 
negotiates, coordinates, and contributes to assigned writing projects (Storch, 2011, 
2013). From this definition, collaborative writing is different from peer-feedback or 
peer-editing activities viewed as part of the writing process. Furthermore, collaborative 
writing does not necessarily split a task into equal parts for each writer to complete 
individually, and later amalgamate the different parts to complete a task (which is 
usually done when learners work ‘cooperatively’). Rather, a collaborative writing 
activity takes place when learners construct a written text collaboratively as a result of 
the process of language output (i.e. knowledge construction of writing features) 
through peer interaction. Hence, collaboration in writing activities can be beneficial for 
enhancing L2 learners’ performance in composing a written text in the target language. 
Roles of Collaborative Writing in L2 Classrooms 
There have been numerous studies that support the use of CW in L2 classrooms either 
in pairs or small groups particularly at the tertiary level (Fernández Dobao & Blum, 
2013; Humphrey & Macnaught, 2011; Khatib & Meihami, 2015; Kuiken & Vedder, 
2002; Sajedi, 2014; Shehadeh, 2011; Storch, 2001a, 2005; Wigglesworth & Storch, 
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2009, 2012a, 2012b). Collaborative writing activities in the L2 classrooms provide 
opportunities for learners to participate in the co-construction of knowledge and 
articulate their ideas to compose a jointly written text, to foster reflective thinking 
practice among them, and to raise their awareness of audience.  
Firstly, collaborative writing allows learners to incorporate their knowledge of writing 
and linguistic features to support each other. Research in the L2 learning has shown 
that learners can effectively assist each other’s development since they can act as both 
experts and novices (Fernández Dobao, 2012; Fung, 2010; Storch, 2001a, 2011). For 
example, Storch’s (2001a) study has shown how adult L2 learners at tertiary level 
participated in pair work of text construction. She found that, in most pair work, one 
learner took responsibility for managing the structure of the text while the other 
member expressed his or her opinions towards the details to include in the text. Even 
though both members contributed to the text composition, there were times when they 
had some difficulties in reaching an agreement through confirmation and elaboration. 
In addition, Shehadeh (2011) found that even though there was a significant 
improvement in terms of content and organization of written texts, learners found it 
difficult to assist each other when it came to accuracy which  was due to the lack of 
learners’ language knowledge. Therefore, collaborative writing through peer 
interaction requires not only composing a joint text, but also a joint understanding of 
the text organisation and language knowledge.   
Another positive effect of collaborative writing activities is to promote reflective 
thinking among learners working together in a joint text. Reflective thinking is part of 
the thinking process of an individual involving meaningful and continuous examination 
(Dewey, 1991). Reflective thinking in learning is facilitated by providing learners with 
	 48	
critical questions and challenging each other’s beliefs and perceptions in order to 
develop their existing knowledge. In collaborative writing activities, the reflection 
process can assist learners to review their writing tasks in order to achieve task 
objectives assigned by teachers. The reflective practice not only makes changes of 
written text possible, but also allows learners to be in charge of their own learning and 
to turn the thoughtful practice into a potential learning situation as a crucial process of 
self-discovery learning through peer interaction. Moreover, the reflective practice can 
also be achieved through peer-feedback. Once peer-feedback is integrated in the form 
of reflective dialogues among learners, they can benefit from the reflective practice. 
This is in line with what Wigglesworth and Storch (2012a, 2012b) have investigated 
showing that corrective feedback from peers in writing provided learners with potential 
L2 learning benefits particularly on how to improve their accuracy (i.e. linguistic 
knowledge). Briefly, reflective practice in collaborative writing promotes learners’ 
awareness about their own learning and allows them to effectively engage in peer 
interaction in completing writing tasks. As a result, they can continually evaluate their 
work and make appropriate  changes in their writing process. 
Finally, collaborative writing can raise learners’ audience awareness in their jointly 
written texts. Audience awareness in writing is an important aspect of socio-cognitive 
development designed to create meaningful communication through written text to a 
targeted audience. In a joint writing activity, learners can undertake a peer review or 
act like a reader once the final writing is completed in order to evaluate whether what 
they write is readable. Tsui and Ng (2000) found that peer comments on learners’ 
writing tasks can enhance their sense of audience. As a result, learners can make some 
substantive revision of the text which best fit their intended meaning based on peer 
review results and raise their awareness of a targeted audience while writing. This 
	 49	
finding is consistent with a study conducted by Nehal (2004) showing that learners 
performed better in writing when they asked their peers as a reader. This process can 
assist them to revise the text while visualizing their audience.   
Collaborative writing activities in the L2 classrooms provide opportunities for learners 
to participate in the co-construction of knowledge and articulate their ideas to compose 
a jointly written text, to foster reflective thinking practice among them, and to raise 
their awareness of audience. Therefore, through peer feedback and active engagement 
in the writing process, they can construct a well-written text collaboratively.   
Research on Collaborative L2 Writing  
Previous studies have investigated learner interaction during collaborative L2 writing 
activities. There are five main strands of classroom-based collaborative writing studies: 
patterns of interaction, task types, focus on form, perceptions and writing quality. 
Patterns of interaction  
In this strand, Storch’s (2002) study has been a seminal piece of research. She 
conducted a longitudinal study (i.e. over 12-week semester) involving ten ESL college 
students who worked collaboratively in three different tasks: a text reconstruction task, 
an editing task, and a composition task. Having analysed their interactions, she found 
four patterns of dyadic interaction: collaborative, expert/novice, dominant/dominant, 
and dominant/passive (see Figure 1.). These patterns are different in terms of the level 
of mutuality and equality. While mutuality is defined as “the degree of engagement 
with each other’s contribution”, equality refers to “the level of control over the 
direction of the task (p. 127).” Collaborative patterns are charazterised by high level of 
both mutuality and equality, while dominant/passive patterns are low on both mutuality 
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and equality. Dominant/dominant patterns have low mutuality but high equality 
whereas expert/novice patterns display high mutuality but low equality.  
She also examined the relationships between student interaction and language learning 
by analysing if language features the students discussed in collaborative tasks emerged 
in their subsequent individual tasks. She found that there were language opportunities 
through their interactions which was evident in a subsequent task. In particular, the 
findings show that collaborative and expert/novice patterns benefited the students 
regarding language learning. On the other hand, dominant/dominant and 
dominant/passive patterns missed the learning opportunities since the students did not 
engage with each other’s contributions in order to learn from one to another. As a result, 
when completing their individual tasks, the students made similar errors. 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1. A Dyadic Interaction Model (Storch, 2002, 2013) 
Low	Mutuality	
High	Equality	
High	Mutuality	
Low	Equality	
1	Collaborative	4	Expert/Novice
3	Dominant/	Passive	 2	Dominant/	Dominant	
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Several studies have used Storch’s (2002) dyadic interaction model to investigate how 
patterns of interactions affect  the number of Language Related Episodes (LREs) 
produced and the L2 use during interactions (Storch & Aldosari, 2013; Watanabe & 
Swain, 2007), to determine how student proficiency impacts on patterns of interaction 
(Kim & McDonough, 2008), and to examine a correlation between patterns of 
interaction and language learning (Watanabe & Swain, 2007). Studies in interaction 
patterns have shed light that these patterns may influence the production of LREs and 
language learning.  
For instance, Watanabe and Swain (2007) and Storch and Aldosari (2013) conducting 
collaborative writing research further found that a collaborative pattern may result in 
better language learning opportunities. Pairs of students who exhibited a collaborative 
pattern of interaction produced more LREs than those who displayed other pattern 
types. In addition, in Watanabe and Swain’s (2007) study, students who exhibited a 
collaborative pattern of interaction had the highest post-test scores. These results 
justified Storch’s  (2002) study that students who worked in a collaborative pattern 
obtain greater benefits from collaborative writing activities.  
Patterns of interation may also influence how much students used the L2  during their 
interactions. In Watanabe and Swain’s (2007) study, students in collaborative and 
expert/novice pairings exhibited more turns in LREs rather than those in other pairings. 
Storch and Aldosari (2013) found that low proficiency students demonstrated longer 
turns in their interaction when working in a collaborative pattern, either with other low 
profiency students or with higher proficiency students. On the other hand, more 
advanced students playing an expert or a dominant role talked more during their turns.  
	 52	
Therefore, based on these studies, it is clear that a collaborative pattern of interaction 
is ideal as students have an equal amount of control over the tasks and engage with 
each other’s contributions. Watanabe and Swain (2007) and   Storch and Aldosari 
(2013) also affirm that patterns of interaction provide more positive impacts on 
students’ CW experiences than proficiency levels.  
Task Types 
Task type may affect how students focus on language learning during CW activities. 
Storch (2013) classifies tasks into two types: form-focused tasks (e.g. dictoglosses) and 
meaning-focused tasks (e.g. essays, data commentary tasks, and jigsaws). Dictogloss 
and Jigsaw have been used in several CW studies as reported below. 
In a dictogloss task, students are required to listen to a text and take some notes (Storch, 
2013). According to Wajnryb (1990), dictogloss consists of four phases when used in 
a classroom: preparation, dictation, reconstruction, and correction. In collaborative 
writing activities, students compare their notes and reconstruct an original text as 
accurately as possible while working collaboratively. A number of studies have used 
dictogloss tasks in CW activities (e.g. Kim, 2008; Kim & McDonough, 2008; Kuiken 
& Vedder, 2002; Lesser, 2004).  
For instance, Kuiken and Vedder (2002) involved thirty-four Dutch high school 
students to complete two dictogloss tasks. While the experimental group students 
worked in small groups (i.e. 3 or 4), the control group completed the tasks individually. 
These two tasks were designed in order that the students used examples of passive 
voice sentences. They found that the experimental and control groups did not show any 
significant differences in terms of post-test scores and the frequency of the use of 
passive voice in their texts. Nevertheless, the analysis results of their collaborative 
	 53	
interaction transcripts describe both elaborate (i.e. more engaged) and simple (i.e. 
short) noticing of the passive voice. Moreover, there were more instances of noticing 
in one of the tasks used than another one despite the variation of the noticing level 
across the small groups. This shows that the linguistic content of the text should be 
considered when designing a task.  
Jigsaws have also been used in several CW studies (e.g. Lapkin, Swain, & Smith, 2002 
; Swain & Lapkin, 2001). Even though there are different types of jigsaws (e.g. some 
use texts; others use pictures), these studies used the tasks consistently (i.e. pictures of 
a series of story events are used). While one student receives half of the pictures, the 
other student gets another half. These two students describe their pictures to each other 
without looking at each other’s pictures. Prior to writing up their stories, they determine 
the order of events. 
Lapkin et al. (2002 ), for example, used both dictogloss and jigsaw tasks in their 
research. Eight French students working in pairs completed one task of each type. The 
results showed that the jigsaw task resulted in more different vocabulary use than the 
dictogloss task. It was because the students performing the dictogloss task were limited 
by the lexical item they heard when listening to the text.  
In a larger-scale study, Swain and Lapkin (2001) compared these two task types. 
Students from two Grade 8 French immersion classes completed the tasks in pairs. 
While one class worked on a dictogloss task, the other did a jigsaw task. Pre- and tailor-
made post-tests were administered to evaluate language learning. In terms of the time 
required to finish the tasks, the final text quality, and post-test scores, the researchers 
found no significant difference between jigsaw and dictogloss classes. There was also 
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no significant difference between the two classes regarding the number of LREs 
produced.  
However, after a further examination of the LREs produced in each class, Swain and 
Lapkin (2001) documented that the tasks affect students’ focus in various ways. While 
the dictogloss administered audio input leading students to analyse words, the jigsaw 
dealt with visual input resulting in students to use adjectives (e.g. shapes and colors). 
Unlike the jigsaw, the dictogloss enabled students to reproduce more correct form in 
their writing since they received accurate linguistic input. In particular, despite no 
significant difference regarding the text quality, students in the dictogloss class 
produced the target form (e.g. pronominal verbs) more accurately than those in the 
jigsaw class.  
In more recent studies, Fernández Dobao (2012) and Fernández Dobao and Blum 
(2013) administered jigsaw-like tasks. Unlike true jigsaw tasks, these tasks allowed 
students to look at all the images. They did not need to exchange information. They 
just reordered the images sequentially before writing up the tasks.    
Other kinds of meaning-focused tasks have also been used in CW activities. For 
instance, short narrative and descriptive texts (Shehadeh, 2011) and informative texts 
(DiCamilla & Antón, 2012) have been applied for beginning L2 instruction. For 
intermediate and advanced students, a wide variety of tasks have been used in CW 
classes such as short composition (Storch, 2001a, 2002; Storch & Aldosari, 2013), a 
data commentary task (Storch, 2005), an open-ended image prompt (Brooks & Swain, 
2009), and essays (Watanabe & Swain, 2007; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2009). These 
meaning-focused tasks are more open-ended, containing unfixed content. Unlike 
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jigsaw tasks which give student pictures as content to write about, these types of 
meaning-focused tasks provide students with opportunities to discuss both content and 
language use. Therefore, if the aim is to enable students to learn to write, to use 
language to communicate meaning, or to construct their own sentences while 
encouraging students’ attention to form, the composition-based tasks (i.e. true 
collaborative writing tasks) are probably most appropriate options (Storch, 2013).     
Focus on Language 
Another strand of research on CW have examined students’ focus on language by 
investigating Language-related Episodes (LREs) while completing CW tasks. Swain 
(2000) claims that as learners work together, they share ideas and pool their knowledge 
to reach their shared goals. Collaborative activities enable them to collaborate to solve 
language related problems. They engage with language as a cognitive tool to reflect on 
language and facilitate problem-solving, called as ‘languaging’ (Swain, 2006). 
‘Languaging’ is defined as “the process of making meaning and shaping knowledge 
and experience through language” (Swain, 2006, p. 89). Swain also argues that 
‘languaging’ is a potential source of L2 learning. For instance, in the case of 
collaborative writing, learners deliberate with their peers in small groups, not only to 
talk about how to write a text, but also to discuss metalinguistic aspects of language 
itself. During the writing process, there are many kinds of language problems that may 
arise and be solved together, and thereby contribute to language learning. Languaging 
or collaborative dialogues has been operationally defined as language-related episodes 
(LREs) (Swain, 2005, p. 1). Swain and Lapkin (1998, p. 321) define LREs as “any part 
of a dialogue where the students talk about the language they are producing, question 
their language use, correct themselves and others.” In general, LREs can be categorized 
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into; form-focused (e.g. morphology and syntax), lexical-based (e.g. word meaning and 
word choices), and mechanics (e.g. the punctuation, the spelling, and the 
pronunciation) (Storch, 2007).  
Under this frame, a growing number of studies have investigated learners’ 
collaborative dialogues during the completion of different written tasks (Abadikhah, 
2012; Fernández Dobao, 2012; Storch, 2007; Swain & Lapkin, 1998; Wigglesworth & 
Storch, 2009). These studies mainly focus on language-related episodes (LREs). For 
example, in Swain and Lapkin’s (1998) seminal work, they investigated the peer 
interaction among French as a Foreign Language students when doing a jigsaw task. 
They found two types of LREs: form-focused LREs where students discuss 
grammatical units (e.g. syntax, verb uses, and spellings), and lexis-focused LREs 
where they discuss vocabulary and meaning of words and phrases. Their study suggests 
that CW tasks provide students with opportunities for language learning as evidence 
given in their LREs. 
Further, Storch (2007) investigated the nature of learners’ talks during the completion 
of a text editing task. The task required learners to change the text in order to improve 
its accuracy. Involving 9 pairs, one triad, and 16 individual students , the study revealed 
that the participants in pairs focused more on grammar (67% of all episodes) than lexis 
(31%). Most LREs were correctly resolved (80%). Similarly, Storch and Wigglesworth 
(2007) involved advanced ESL students to complete two writing tasks (i.e. an 
argumentative essay and a data commentary report). They found that students produced 
many LREs during the CW tasks, and resolved most of the LREs correctly in both 
tasks. The findings also show that students focused more on lexical choices than 
grammatical accuracy since they were highly proficient in English.   
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In a more recent study, Abadikhah (2012) studied the effect of mechanical and 
meaningful production of output when learning English relative clauses. The study 
involved thirty-six Iranian EFL learners divided into two groups: control (mechanical 
output) and experimental (meaningful output) groups. The participants in pairs 
completed three tasks over an 8-week period. The result showed that the experimental 
group generated a higher number of LREs (58%) than the control one (42%). The 
finding suggests task types could influence learners’ focus either on meaning or form.  
In a similar vein, Fernández Dobao (2012) examined the performance of intermediate 
Spanish learners in a university context. The learners were assigned in groups, in pairs, 
or individually to complete a written task as a follow up lesson of past tense grammar. 
The study showed that the groups produced the most accurate texts, followed by the 
pairs and the individuals. Further, the groups produced a bigger number of LREs than 
the pairs, and had a higher percentage of correctly resolved LREs.   
Another similar study was conducted by Amirkhiz, Bakar, Samad, Baki, and 
Mahmoudi (2013). They investigated orientations towards the metatalk of EFL dyads 
(i.e. Iranian) and ESL dyads (i.e. Malaysian). The dyads were assigned to complete 
fifteen collaborative writing tasks. The findings indicated that EFL dyads attended 
more to the language features than ESL dyads. This could be due to the different status 
of English in their countries and their educational experiences. 
In summary, findings from these studies suggest that learners’ collaborative work may 
lead to deliberations on language aspects which can modify or consolidate learners’ 
current linguistic knowledge. Even though task types and learners’ proficiency level 
may influence the frequency of LREs produced, the analysis of LREs may explain how 
learners discuss language aspects and learn from their peers’ feedback.  
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Teacher and Student Perceptions 
The effectiveness of CW has been evidenced by teachers’ and students’ perceptions 
and self-reports of their experiences of CW.  A few studies have documented how 
teachers (e.g. Blair, 2008) and students (e.g. Fernández Dobao & Blum, 2013; 
Shehadeh, 2011) perceived CW.  
Teacher Perception 
Teacher perceptions, expectations, and instructional materials strongly influence 
learners’ writing performance in a classroom (Barkaoui, 2007; Dornyei, 2001). 
According to Williams (2003), teachers should engage their students so they see 
writing tasks as useful tools to promote effective learning processes. Moreover, when 
teachers set goals and strategies in writing classrooms, they have to involve students in 
deciding which strategies they can use to reach different learning objectives. Teachers, 
for instance, can encourage students to work in pairs or small groups to provide 
constructive feedback on each other’s writing performance. In addition, teachers 
should be able to design appropriate writing assessments that have been acknowledged 
by students before they come to write their tasks. Therefore, teachers can measure and 
evaluate students’ progress in writing tasks so that they can identify areas in students’ 
writing skills that need to be improved.  
Studies on teacher’s attitudes and perceptions are crucial in designing classroom 
instructions. Teacher instruction is strongly related to their perceptions, beliefs, and 
motivation level (Chacón, 2005; Ghasemboland & Hashim, 2013). In other words, their 
perceptions of tasks that they design to facilitate the learning process have a direct 
impact on teaching practices. However, little research has examined how teachers 
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perceive the implementation of particular instructional strategies in the classroom such 
as CW activities.  
One study conducted by Blair (2008) found that teachers perceived themselves to play 
a significant role in the development of their students’ writing self-efficacy during the 
six week collaborative writing activities. Even though this study only involved high 
school English teachers, they believed that learners could benefit from the CW 
activities with regards to their overall writing skills.  
Other studies have also revealed that teachers’ beliefs and practices of peer feedback 
play a vital role in L2 writing classes (Shulin, 2013; Zhao, 2010; Zhu & Mitchell, 
2012). However, Shulin (2013), for example, found mixed results. Her study focused 
on teachers’ perspectives regarding peer feedback. She found that some teachers 
viewed peer feedback as mainly useful for spelling and grammatical errors. Teachers 
found only few students commented on structure and content of the writing. Therefore, 
in their practice, although some teachers believed that peer feedback influenced their 
students’ writing performance, some were questioning the effectiveness of peer 
feedback in writing and practiced what they believed was more suitable.   
Based on these studies, it can be concluded that teachers’ beliefs and perceptions may 
influence their capabilities not only in designing instructional materials and managing 
classrooms particularly in applying the CW approach, but also their students’ 
achievement. 
Student Perception 
Students’ perceptions of collaborative writing activities in ESL and EFL contexts have 
been examined in a number of studies. The first study addressing this issue is by Storch 
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(2005). Her study involved five students who completed writing tasks individually and 
in 18 pairs. Most of the 18 pairs involved in the study responded positively in the 
interview sessions about collaborative writing tasks. Writing in pairs gave them 
opportunities to collect their resources, observe and learn from each other, particularly 
in voicing their opinions. Moreover, CW activities allowed them to learn grammar and 
demonstrate gains in the size of their L2 vocabulary. Nevertheless, two learners found 
a writing activity more as an individual task than pair work. Even though 36 learners 
were very positive about the CW, five of them were reserved due to their lack of 
confidence in their language proficiency and critical thinking skills.  
Similarly, another study conducted by Shehadeh (2011) found that the majority of 18 
students participating in jointly writing tasks were very positive of their experiences. 
CW benefited them in many ways (e.g. helped them in generating ideas, planning the 
structure, negotiating, and providing feedback one to another). Moreover, this activity 
enhanced their self-confidence in expressing opinions and providing feedback for 
others.  
Students’ attitudes toward the CW activities have been investigated in different 
learning contexts. Fernández Dobao and Blum (2013), for example, explored fifty-five 
students of Spanish as a Second Language (SFL) regarding their attitudes and 
perceptions on CW activities. They were divided into two groups: half of them worked 
in pairs and the rest were in groups of four. While most of them reacted positively to 
the experience, four of the 55 students tended to work individually. Further, students 
who worked in pairs found this activity as beneficial since it allowed active 
participation, whereas those in groups could gain a better  understanding of CW due to 
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knowledge sharing and language development. Therefore, activities assisted them to 
develop both their lexical and grammatical skills.   
In summary, although there have been some studies that have investigated teacher and 
student perceptions of CW, these studies have mainly focused on English as an L2. 
Therefore, the present study also seeks to contribute to this topic by focusing on CW 
in relation to ASL. In addition to investigating the role of CW in developing ASL 
learners’ writing skills development, the study examines teachers’ and students’ 
experiences and perceptions of CW in the ASL class. The next section provides a 
detailed description of the ASL context with reference to existing research on CW in 
this context.  
Writing Quality  
Several studies have investigated the effects of CW on students’ final texts by 
comparing their individual pre- and post-tests of writing (e.g. Fernández Dobao, 2012; 
Shehadeh, 2011; Storch, 2005; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2009). Despite their mixed 
results, these studies report that CW has a positive impact on the text quality.  
Storch (2005), for instance, compared students who worked in pairs with those working 
individually on a data commentary task in an ESL writing class at an Australian 
university. She analysed the texts based on three quantitative measures: fluency, 
complexity, and accuracy. Qualitative scores were also given in terms of a global 
evaluation rubric. The findings showed that the texts produced by pairs marked higher 
regarding their accuracy and complexity than those completed individually. The pairs 
also produced shorter texts compared to the individual ones. In other words, the pairs 
included less unnecessary details than the individuals did in their writing tasks. As a 
result, the pair-written texts were much clearer than those written individually. In 
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addition to the findings, Storch found that the pair-written texts scored higher in terms 
of a qualitative evaluation rubric than those written by the individuals.   
Similarly, Wigglesworth and Storch (2009), with a larger number of students (n= 144), 
examined the processes and products of individual and collaborative writing. Using 
similar quantitative measures as Storch’s (2005) study, they found that pair-written 
texts were more accurate than those written individually.  
Another study in this strand was conducted by Shehadeh (2011). Using an experimental 
design, he investigated the differences between individually- and jointly-written texts. 
Throughout a 16-week semester, 9 pairs of students and 20 individual students were 
assigned to write 12 descriptive texts. Their pre- and post-tests were scored based on a 
holistic rubric consisting of organisation, content, grammar, mechanics, and 
vocabulary. He found that pair-produced texts were not significantly different from 
individual-produced texts in terms of the grammatical accuracy. Although Shehadeh’s 
(2011) study slightly differed from the studies conducted by Storch (2005) and 
Wigglesworth and Storch (2009), the holistic evaluation results suggest that CW had a 
positive impact on organisation, vocabulary, and content.  
In a more recent study, Fernández Dobao (2012) analysed how the number of students 
participating in CW affected the final texts. She involved 111 intermediate FL students 
of Spanish at a U.S. university to complete a jigsaw task individually (n= 21), in pairs 
(n= 30), and in groups of four (n= 60). Using three similar quantitative measures (i.e. 
fluency, complexity, and accuracy) as above studies, she found that groups wrote more 
accurate texts than either pairs or individuals, and pairs wrote more accurate texts than 
individuals despite insignificant differences. Like Storch (2005), she found that 
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individuals wrote longer texts than both pairs and groups. However, in terms of 
complexity, there was no significant difference among the three groups.  
To conclude, Storch (2005), Wigglesworth and Storch (2009), and Fernández Dobao 
(2012) found a positive result of CW regarding the aspect of accuracy. However, it was 
not the case for Shehadeh’s (2011) study. This was probably because the participants 
in his study had a very low level of proficiency that prevented them from providing  
feedback on grammar to each other. Regarding organization, content, and vocabulary 
measures, the participants showed some improvement in the study.  
Arabic as a Second Language (ASL)  
Even though English as an L2 has become the main focus of research in SLA due to 
its global status, interest in teaching Arabic as a Second language (ASL) has grown 
remarkably in recent years. One major reason for which people have traditionally 
learned Arabic is to be able to read the Holy Qur’an which relates to Muslims 
worldwide. More recently, the goal of learning Arabic has been related to the 
importance of the Arab world’s economy, politics, and culture, particularly in terms of 
their similarities and differences with the Western world. There has been a high 
demand of Arabic proficient specialists in the Western countries and foreign language 
policies in many European countries (e.g. Germany and Sweden), and the United States 
(Bouteldjoune, 2012; Versteegh, 2013) have responded to this demand. The 
implementation of this language policy in these countries seeks to address the need of 
communication among people from diverse linguistic and cultural backgrounds 
migrating to their countries and to strengthen their countries’ economic 
competitiveness particularly in relation to the Middle East. Consequently, the number 
of ASL learners has quadrupled recently as they learn it for various purposes (Wahba 
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et al., 2013). However, this highly increased interest in learning Arabic is not matched 
with the growing need of instructional materials, teaching strategies, and professionally 
prepared teachers (Al-Batal, 2007; Al-Rajhi, 2013; Alshammari, 2011). Like other 
languages, teaching and learning ASL requires knowledge of complex theories and 
language pedagogy skills. Therefore, there is a need for equipping teachers with 
teaching approaches and skills, adequate resources, and more varied materials in 
Arabic pedagogy.  
Historically, throughout the Islamic world, Arabic learning was introduced in the 
classroom with the principles of reading and writing which is primarily to read religious 
texts such as the Holy Qur’an. In its development, like in many other languages, the 
grammar-translation and audiolingual methods were used to teach ASL. As more 
research in the acquisition of ASL has been conducted with reference to learner 
motivations and learning styles and strategies, there are more practices (e.g. the use of 
peer learning, the integration of technologies into classroom instructions) to meet 
objectives of communicative competence in Arabic (Aladdin, 2010; Bouteldjoune, 
2012; Brosh, 2013; Hamidin, 2015; Husseinali, 2006; Isleem, 2014). Nevertheless, 
how students learn ASL and the various aspects of Arabic proficiency such as writing 
has remained almost an unanswered question.  
There has been scanty research on the processes and strategies used in ASL writing 
tasks. Some studies have shown deficiencies in relation to writing aspects (e.g. 
cohesive, coherence, and grammatical aspects) in Arabic written tasks. For instance, 
an investigation conducted by Shakir and Obeidat (1992) illustrated  incoherence in  
text development which was the result of inappropriate use of cohesive devices and the 
absence of focus on  contexts. In a similar vein, Salim (2000) studied what strategies 
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proficient and less proficient American ASL learners used in the writing process. His 
findings showed that less proficient learners suffered a low level of writing aptitude 
and lack of understanding of language structure that might have been caused by high 
level of frustration in the writing process. These findings confirm the findings of 
Gafoordeen’s (2013) research. He found that proficient learners had better 
understanding of planning and structuring texts, generating ideas, and revising. These 
studies imply that appropriate approaches in writing activities are vital to meet L2 
writing objectives. Moreover, learning strategies used by learners may facilitate a 
learning task which contributes to the development of their language learning (Chamot 
& O’Malley; Cohen, 1998). It is also expected that teachers can manage to design 
writing tasks and provide learners with strategies to improve their writing performance.  
Key Gaps in the Literature 
 
Even though a growing number of research studies on classroom-based collaborative 
writing have been carried out in a wide range of L2 learning contexts, no study has 
investigated CW and its effect on students’ Arabic writing skills in a Saudi tertiary 
context. Thus, the researcher conducted a classroom-based CW project at an Arabic 
language institute situated in Makkah. Regarding the areas of CW, several gaps are 
identified that have shaped the basis of the present study. 
Previous studies investigated patterns of interaction in CW and claimed that different 
patterns of interaction affected students’ perceived learning experiences and outcomes 
(e.g. Kim & McDonough, 2008; Storch, 2002; Storch & Aldosari, 2013; Watanabe & 
Swain, 2007). Nevertheless, what needs to be further examined is the influence of 
students’ engagement with tasks on CW text quality. Therefore, the present study 
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delved into how students worked during completing CW tasks and the relationship 
between the patterns formed with joint writing products.  
Furthermore, numerous studies have used a wide variety of collaborative tasks in their 
CW projects such as text construction, data commentary, dictogloss, and jigsaws tasks 
(e.g. Fernández Dobao & Blum, 2013; Kuiken & Vedder, 2002; Lapkin et al., 2002 ; 
Swain & Lapkin, 2001). These researchers  argued that task type influenced how 
students approached writing tasks, whether they focused on language, or meaning, or 
both of them. However, not much research has used collaborative writing tasks such as 
short compositions (Storch, 2002; Storch & Aldosari, 2013), short descriptive and 
narrative texts (Shehadeh, 2011), and essays (Wigglesworth & Storch, 2009). These 
collaborative writing tasks not only encouraged students to learn to write in the L2 
while composing sentences on their own, but also enabled them to focus on form. Thus, 
the present study used three meaning-focused CW tasks (i.e. writing narrative, 
descriptive, and argumentative texts) as they required students to compose a full text 
from the beginning until the end.     
Further, previous CW research shows that while completing CW tasks, students 
engaged in verbal interaction related to formal features of language (e.g. verb tense, 
and the use of articles). A number of studies analysed the language-related episodes 
(LREs) of students’ verbal interactions during collaborative tasks such as dictogloss 
(e.g. Kuiken & Vedder, 2002) and jigsaws (e.g. Swain & Lapkin, 1998). However, 
there is a scarcity of research on LREs when students worked on collaboratively 
meaning-focused writing tasks (e.g. Storch, 2005; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2009), 
particularly in the context of ASL. Thus, the researcher explored the occurences of 
LREs by analysing transcripts of students’ verbal interactions when they interacted in 
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collaborative ASL writing tasks in each stage of the writing process (e.g. 
brainstorming, drafting, editing stages). 
The next gap is related to teachers’ and students’ reflection on their CW experiences.  
While there has been a trend for researchers to examine how students perceived their 
CW experiences (Fernández Dobao & Blum, 2013; Shehadeh, 2011), very few studies 
have investigated teachers’ attitudes towards the implementation of CW in L2 writing 
classrooms (Blair, 2008). Therefore, the present study explored both teacher and 
student perceptions of the implementation of CW.  
Several researchers in the area of CW have also reported the effects of CW on students’ 
joint final texts, and generally showed that students who participated in CW tasks 
produced higher quality texts (Fernández Dobao, 2012; Storch, 2005; Wigglesworth & 
Storch, 2009). Still, the findings across the studies were mixed. In this study, the 
researcher attempted to delve into the effect of CW on students’ writing skills in the 
ASL context. 
Finally, in terms of research methodology, most studies in CW tend to use a quantitave 
approach (e.g. pre- and post-test experimental design) (Kim & McDonough, 2008; 
Shehadeh, 2011; Watanabe & Swain, 2007). Other studies in CW have been conducted 
under a qualitative paradigm (Storch, 2002). While quantitative and qualitative 
research provide various perspectives, and each of them has its weaknesses (Creswell 
& Clark, 2011), the researcher in the present study employed a mixed-method approach 
(i.e. the combination of quantitative and qualitative approaches) to provide a more 
complete understanding of CW than what either approach can proivde.  
Against this background of the theoretical and empirically verified benefits of CW, the 
present study investigated CW and its effectiveness on L2 learners’ writing outcomes 
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in an under-researched context in relation to a language other than English i.e. Arabic 
as a second language (ASL). Given the limited use of CW in Saudi Arabia, particularly 
in the ASL class, the study also examined students’ patterns of interaction during CW, 
and teachers’ and students’ perceptions of the implementation of CW.  
Summary 
 
In conclusion, collaborative writing activities in the L2 classroom provide 
opportunities for learners to participate in the co-construction of knowledge and 
articulate their ideas to compose a jointly written text, to foster reflective thinking 
practice among them, and to raise their awareness of audience. Existing research has 
documented the positive impact of CW on L2 learners’ writing performance with 
reference to individual versus pair or small-group settings predominantly in the EFL 
(Khatib & Meihami, 2015; Meihami, Meihami, & Varmaghani, 2013; Sajedi, 2014) 
and ESL (Fernández Dobao, 2012; Fernández Dobao & Blum, 2013; Fong, 2012; 
Storch, 2011; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2012a) contexts. However, to date, not much 
research has investigated collaborative writing (CW) and its effects on learners’ writing 
outcomes in the ASL context.  
Having reviewed the literature in the area of CW research, the present study examined 
CW in the context of ASL in Saudi Arabia to substantiate its effectiveness as reported 
in the literature by drawing on a language other than English. In particular, the 
following four research questions were formulated for the purpose of the study: 
1. How do ASL learners engage with each other in performing collaborative  
writing tasks? 
2. Is there a difference between collaborative writing groups and traditional small 
groups in terms of the frequency of Language Related Episodes (LREs) 
produced and how LREs are resolved during small group interaction? 
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3. How do ASL learners and teachers perceive the implementation of a 
collaborative writing approach? 
4. Is there a difference in students’ ASL writing performance in collaborative 
writing groups and traditional small groups? What are the linguistic and 
rhetorical features of writings in the two instructional modes that may explain 
the differences in their performance? 
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Chapter 3. Research Methods 
This chapter provides an overview of the research design of the present study. This 
chapter first reviews the educational research and the main characteristics of 
quantitative, qualitative, and mixed methods approaches. It then discusses the rationale 
for selecting an embedded quasi-experimental mixed-method design. This is followed 
by a discussion of practical design features including research participants, tasks, and 
the research procedure. In collecting and analyzing the data, the present study employs 
a mix-method approach that combines quantitative and qualitative research methods in 
order to capture various perspectives. Finally, an explanation of how the present study 
collects and analyses data quantitatively and qualitatively is provided.  
Purposes of Educational Research 
According to Creswell (2015, p. 25),  
 Educational research involves asking a question, collecting data, and analyzing 
data to determine the answer to the question. It helps educators understand 
problems or issues through the accumulation of knowledge. It can assist 
educators in improving practices, and it focuses attention on important policy 
issues being discussed and debated by decision makers. In addition, engaging 
in research provides valuable conceptual writing and presenting skills for 
students.  
 
In this regard, the purpose of educational research is to uncover a breakthrough or 
investigate better approaches in pedagogy that contribute to deeper understandings of 
effective teaching practices. In effect, educational research is a series of actions 
designed to acquire information about how students learn and how instructors teach 
them effectively. Thus, educational researchers need to understand the main purposes 
of research and their characteristics to develop better understandings of the teaching 
and learning process. As shown in Figure 2, the process of research involves: 
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Since educational research emphasizes the importance of interaction between the 
teacher and learners and between learners in order to provide information on the 
teaching and learning process, it is important that educators broaden the range of 
research methods in order to study the pedagogical process. To better understand the 
use of multiple research methods in the present study, the researcher reviews 
characteristics of three main research approaches to educational research.  
Educational Research Approaches 
Quantitative Research 
Quantitative research is usually described as the explanation of the relationship 
between variables by collecting statistical data with instruments from particular 
samples (Creswell, 2015). This research approach begins with an experimental study 
where a hypothesis is set and justified with numerical data and quantification analysis 
(e.g. comparing groups based on their pre-tests and post-tests after certain treatments) 
(Mackey & Gass, 2005). Quantitative research uses a deductive approach to respond 
Reporting	and	Evaluating	Research	 Identifying	a	Research	Problem	 Reviewing	the	Literature
Specifying	a	Purpose	for	Research	Collecting	DataAnalysing	and	Interpreting	Data
Figure 2. The Educational Research Process Cycle (Creswell, 2015, p. 8) 
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to research questions. For instance, a researcher using a  quantitative approach first 
builds up relevant theories to the research topic, and limits its scope by testing a 
hypothesis. From data collected and the analysis undertaken, a researcher can then 
address the research questions or hypotheses in order to interpret the findings of the 
analysis based on initial predictions or prior studies. 
In the same vein, Creswell (2015, p. 13) states that quantitative research defines a 
research problem “through a description of trends, provides a major role for the 
literature through suggesting the research questions to be investigated, creates purpose 
statements, research questions, or hypotheses that are specific, narrow, and measurable, 
collects numeric data from a large number of people using instruments with preset 
questions and responses, and compares groups  or relates variables using statistical 
analysis and interprets results by comparing them with prior predictions and past 
research”. Therefore, this top-down approach will then result in supporting or rejecting 
the initial theory. 
Qualitative Research 
The term ‘qualitative research’ is interchangeably used with terms such as 
‘naturalistic’, ‘ethnographic’, and ‘subjective’ (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005). Qualitative 
research is suitable for research issues where there is a need to explore the variables. 
According to Creswell (2015, p. 16), there are various characteristics in every stage of 
the research process. These characteristics are: 
1. Exploring a problem and developing a detailed understanding of a central 
phenomenon; 
2. Having the literature review play a minor role but justify the problem; 
3. Stating the purpose and research questions in an open-ended way to 
capture the participants’ experiences; 
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4. Collecting data based on words (e.g. from interviews) or from images 
(e.g. photographs) from a small number of individuals so that the 
participants views are obtained; 
5. Analyzing the data for description and themes using text analysis and 
interpreting the larger meaning of the findings; and  
6. Writing the report using flexible, emerging structures and evaluative 
criteria and including the researchers’ subjective reflectivity.  
 
Similarly, Mertler (2006) explains qualitative research as a method to collect data that 
involves observations and interviews. This research approach is conducted in natural 
settings without controlling the environments and consists of rich descriptions of 
human behaviors and perspectives. As opposed to a deductive approach in quantitative 
research, qualitative research employs an inductive approach where an investigator 
observes particular contexts and ends with generalisations or theories.  
Mixed-method research 
Since quantitative and qualitative approaches are considered two different designs with 
each of them having benefits and limitations, educational researchers, to a greater 
extent, have been interested in employing ‘mixed methods’ or ‘triangulation’ (i.e. use 
more than one methods in a single project) to have more reliable results (Tashakkori & 
Teddlie, 2008). These two terms are used interchangeably since it is believed that there 
is no data collection that best describes a study and all research methods have 
limitations. Due to the importance of multiple perspectives in data collection and 
analysis, triangulation may have various types described by Patton (2002, p. 556): 
1. Methods triangulation: checking out the consistency of findings 
generated by different data collection methods; 
2. Triangulation of sources: checking out the consistency of different data 
sources within the same method.  
3. Analytical triangulation: using multiple analysts to review findings. 
4. Theory/perspective triangulation: using multiple perspective or theories 
to interpret the data.  
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In the light of this information, multiple methods, sources, analyses, and perspectives 
can provide research with more valid and reliable data. With regards to method 
triangulation, Denzin and Lincoln (2005) differentiated between “within-methods” 
(i.e. the use of multiple research strategies in a single method such as qualitative 
interview and observations) and “between-methods” (i.e. the use of multiple methods 
in a single study such as a quantitative quasi-experimental study and qualitative 
ethnography). The selection of one of these methods really depends on the need of a 
researcher in conducting a study. Since one research method can complement other 
methods, it is recommended that researchers mix a number of quantitative and 
qualitative methods in their projects. The summary of the main characteristics of 
quantitative, qualitative, and mixed-methods research is given below (Creswell, 2015).  
 
Features Quantitative Research 
Qualitative 
Research 
Mixed-methods 
Research 
Process Deductive  Inductive Inductive and 
Deductive 
Data Numerical Words/Images Mixture variables 
Research Problems Prediction Contextual Multiple objects 
Condition Controlled Natural Mixture forms 
Results Objective Subjective Pragmatic 
Reports Statistical Narrative Comprehensive 
 
With reference to the importance of triangulating sources, the present research used 
multiple research methods to combat the limitations of a single method. In other words, 
a mixed-method research design was used to address four research questions as follow. 
 
Research questions Methods 
Table 1. The main features of three research methods (Creswell, 2015) 
Table 2. Research questions and their methods 
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1. How do ASL learners engage with each other in performing 
collaborative  writing tasks? 
 
2. Is there a difference between collaborative writing groups and 
traditional small groups in terms of the frequency of LREs 
produced and how LREs are resolved during small group 
interaction? 
 
3. How do ASL learners and teachers perceive the implementation 
of collaborative writing approach? 
 
4. Is there a difference in students’ ASL writing performance in 
collaborative writing groups and traditional small groups? What 
are the linguistic and rhetorical features of writings in the two 
instructional modes that may explain the differences in their 
performance? 
 
• Classroom 
Observation 
• Field notes 
 
 
• Classroom 
Observation 
• Field notes 
 
 
 
 
• Semi-structured 
interview 
 
 
 
• Classroom 
Observation  
• Field notes 
• Pre- and post-
tests 
 
 
The study was conducted in two stages. Firstly, quantitative data were gathered at the 
beginning of treatment by assigning pre-tests (i.e. a descriptive writing test) for both 
experimental and control groups. Once the treatment was completed, the last part of 
the quantitative data was collected from their written tasks and post-tests (which was 
similar to pre-test). Secondly, during the intervention, qualitative data were collected 
by observing the classroom interactions among students (i.e. audiotaping their verbal 
interactions within their groups). Teachers and students were then interviewed at the 
completion of the study in order to understand how they perceived their experiences 
during the treatment.  
Therefore, the present study addressed the research problems comprehensively as it 
combined the process of data gathering and analysis from both quantitative and 
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qualitative research approaches. As a wide range of research methods were employed, 
they  complemented each other (Creswell, 2015; Trochim & Donnelly, 2007).  
Research Design 
The study employed an embedded quasi-experimental mixed methods research design 
(i.e. data collection and analysis were conducted quantitatively and qualitatively) (see 
Figure 3). The basis of this design was that a single data set was not sufficient to 
address different research questions (Creswell & Clark, 2011). Thus, different types 
of data were required to complement the application of a quasi-experimental design, 
and thereby addressing the main goal of the study. In the present study, the researcher 
embedded qualitative methods (e.g. audiotaping classroom observations and taking 
field notes during the intervention, and conducting semi-structured interviews with 
teachers and students at the end of the treatment) to investigate the process of an 
intervention (e.g. patterns of interactions students formed during collaborative writing 
activities and how they resolved Language Related Episodes (LREs) during their 
interaction) and to explain the teacher and student perceptions regarding their CW 
experiences. Quantitative methods, on the other hand, were used to understand the 
frequency distribution of LREs used in group work and to evaluate the effect of CW 
on students’ writing outcomes.  
As shown in Figure 3, the researcher implemented a qualitative data collection plan 
during the intervention in the experiment. In particular, an embedded quasi-
experimental mixed-method design comes with quantitative research conventions 
while collecting qualitative data. This design let the researcher investigate and observe 
learners in classroom settings in order to examine the outcomes of their collaborative 
writing experiences on their  writing performances. Further, it allowed the researcher 
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to see how ASL learners dialogued collaboratively in assigned tasks and how they 
behaved and negotiated within their groups either in experimental or control 
classrooms. The summary of the use of a quasi-experimental study with a mixed 
methods design is shown in Figure 3 below.  
 
 
 
 
As can be seen in Figure 3,  a quasi-experimental design was employed as it allowed 
an evaluation of the relationship between CW tasks and the development of students’ 
writing skills (Creswell, 2015). This design was selected to allow the researcher to 
address the research questions regarding the effect of collaborative writing approach 
on ASL learners’ writing outcomes. It also provided the researcher with the 
opportunity to observe their interactions in writing activities. 
To conclude, this study compared two experimental groups that used a collaborative 
writing approach with two control groups that used traditional group work in writing 
with reference to their pre- and post-tests, behaviors, interactions, and their perceptions 
of their collaborative writing experiences. The control groups in the study did not 
receive an intervention on collaborative writing even though they also worked in small 
groups as seen in Table 3 below. In particular, while the experimental classes 
implemented a collaborative writing approach (i.e. in which group members worked 
Experimental	Group	
Control	Group	
Pretest	 Intervention	 Posttest	 Scores	
Observing	their	interaction	and	recoding	their	collaborative	dialogues	(Qualitative	Data)		
Comparing	pre-	and	post-test	scores	(Quantitative	Data)		
Interviews	
Recording	Participants’	reflection	(Qualitative	Data)		
RESULTS		
Figure 3. An Embeded Quasi-Experimental Study Mixed-Method Design 
Table 3. A quasi-experimental design 
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together more or less sequentially on different aspects of writing tasks), control classes 
were involved in traditional group work (i.e. in which group members split the tasks 
and worked on different aspects of writing tasks more or less concurrently). 
 
Group Pre-test Treatment Post-test 
Experimental 
Control 
Yes 
Yes 
Collaborative Approach 
Traditional Group Work 
Yes 
Yes 
 
The non-equivalent control group design with pre- and post-tests was used in the study 
as it was considered as “one of the most frequently used quasi-experimental designs 
in educational research” (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2007, p. 283). Moreover, 
classes in schools or colleges have been organized naturally and are considered to share 
the same characteristics (Best & Kahn, 2006).   
Setting 
The project was conducted during a twelve-week semester in 2016 at an Arabic 
language institute of approximately 3,500 non-native students, which is a part of a 
public university situated in Makkah, Saudi Arabia. The institute has three main 
objectives: 1) to teach Arabic to learners who come from non-Arabic speaking Muslim  
majority countries; 2) to conduct research on Arabic teaching and learning; and 3) to 
provide training to instructors to teach Arabic to non-native Arabic learners. The 
institute has  played an important  role in Arabic teaching and learning in Saudi Arabia.  
The institute has three departments: Language and Culture, TeacherTraining, and 
Teacher Preparation. The  Department of Language and Culture deals with designing 
and administering a program for Arabic as a Second Language (ASL) teaching 
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prepared for non-native speakers from all around the globe. The ASL program is the 
main course in the department. During the enrollment process, the institute administers 
a placement test for ASL learners in order to classify them into appropriate levels in 
the program since they have different levels of Arabic proficiency. This two-year 
program consists of four semesters of study with twenty contact hours each week. The 
main goal of the program is not only to develop ASL learners’ language skills in 
general, but also to prepare them to continue their academic study in one of the Saudi 
universities.   
Participants 
Sixty-four male adult ASL students participated in the study. They were enrolled in 
Arabic language preparation programs in the Arabic language institute. The students 
came from a wide range of first language backgrounds including French, German, 
Bahasa Indonesia, Malay, Urdu, Hindi, Bengali, Pashto, Dhivehi, Spanish, and 
Portuguese. The participants’ willingness to participate in the research and their 
availability influenced the sampling process. Of the 10 classes in the program, four 
classes taught by two Arabic native teachers participated in the study.  These classes 
had similar characteristics. Based on the students’ entrance examination scores, they 
were considered to have a high-intermediate level of Arabic proficiency. They ranged 
in age from 20 to 23 years. Since they did not share a common language, Arabic was 
the only language used for instruction in the classroom.  
As shown in Table 4, the study was conducted in four parallel classes. Each class 
consisted of 16 students. Two of the four classes were set as experimental groups while 
the other two groups were controls. Thus, both experimental and control groups had 
thirty-two students each. The experimental and control classes were taught by two 
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different teachers who used the same syllabus and textbook materials provided by the 
institute. Due to logistical reasons (i.e., a limited number of teachers participating in 
the study and the teaching timetable), the researcher decided to allocate one teacher 
(Teacher A) to teach two control classes, and the other (Teacher B) to the two 
experimental classes. However, while the experimental classes implemented a 
collaborative writing approach (i.e. in which group members worked together more or 
less sequentially on different aspects of writing tasks), control classes were involved in 
traditional group work (i.e. in which group members worked on different aspects of 
writing tasks more or less concurrently). In each class, the students were divided into 
small groups each of which consisted of four students.  
Table 4. Participants and the design of the experimental and control groups  
 
Class Condition Learning Approach Groups Teacher 
1 Control Traditional Group Work 1, 2, 3, 4 A 
2 Control Traditional Group Work  5, 6, 7, 8 A 
3 Experimental Collaborative Approach 9, 10, 11, 12 B 
4 Experimental Collaborative Approach 13, 14, 15, 16 B 
 
Data Collection 
Teacher Workshop  
At the start of research, the researcher set up a workshop for teachers participating in 
the study (teachers who taught the experimental and control classes). It was held twice 
a week for three consecutive weeks, with sessions lasting 50 to 60 minutes. Although 
the workshop was meant only for the two teachers who participated in the study, it was 
also attended by additional four teachers who wanted to learn a new approach to 
teaching ASL. The workshop helped teachers to understand what collaborative writing 
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(CW) was, how it worked and how it differed from traditional group work (TGW). The 
teachers developed an understanding of the principles of CW and TGW. They were 
given clear demonstrations of assigning, managing and observing processes, activities 
and outcomes of group work.  At the end of the workshops, the teachers were expected 
to be able to understand their roles in group work activities so that they can encourage 
students to provide feedback, to collaborate, and to discuss problems encountered 
during writing activities. However, the researcher did not ask the teacher in the control 
group classes to implement CW. He was asked to continue his usual TGW style of 
teaching. The researcher’s observation of his teaching in the control classes confirmed 
that he was following his own way of teaching.  
In the first workshop in Week 1, the researcher prepared handouts and power point 
slide presentations on CW and its difference with TGW. In the beginning, the teachers 
were invited to share their teaching experiences in writing classes. Then, a brief 
summary of the research project was introduced including its significance in ASL 
writing development and how it could be implemented in the writing class. The 
researcher also recommended relevant books about collaborative learning and its 
application in L2 writing to the participants. In the second meeting, ASL students’ 
writing samples were examined. Then, potential challenges that teachers may face in 
implementing CW activities in the classroom were discussed and feedback was 
generated.   
In Week 2, the first meeting covered the review of CW concepts before the teachers 
participated in the workshop activity. Then, the teachers were formed into two groups. 
Each group consisted of three members. Each group was given a writing task (i.e. 
writing a descriptive text) and a writing rubric (see Appendix A) as guidelines to 
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produce a text. The teachers then worked in their group collaboratively to produce a 
jointly written text. In the second meeting, the challenges that they faced during the 
collaborative writing activity were discussed. After the written texts (essays) produced 
by the two groups were swapped, the teachers in each group assessed the work using 
the rubric previously provided.  
In Week 3, the workshop participants spent the two sessions  reviewing the previous 
meetings about how CW was implemented in the workshops. The process led to 
repeating some of the discussion and activities. All questions from the teachers were 
discussed. Their level of understanding of and their confidence in implementing CW 
was evaluated informally. All participants appeared positive about their learning and 
experience in the three weeks and were confident about doing it on their own.  
Implementation of the CW intervention  
Following the teacher workshop, a 12-week CW intervention, as outlined in Table 5, 
was implemented. The major activities in the implementation phase are discussed 
below in detail.  
Pre- and Post-Tests 
As can be seen from Table 5, prior to any treatment, both experimental and control 
classes (all 64 students) were asked to write a 500-word descriptive text in Arabic in 
Week 1. They were prompted to describe their own country individually in 50 minutes. 
This writing task was considered a pre-test. At the end of the treatment in Week 10, 
they were asked to write a 500-word descriptive text about their experiences in writing 
in small groups in 50 minutes.  This was considered the post-test.  
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Writing Tasks 
During the 12-week intervention, all participating classes were given three types of 
writing tasks: descriptive, narrative, and argumentative texts. Each task (500-word 
text) was completed in three weeks (i.e. 50 minutes per meeting each week). During 
the classroom observation, the researcher observed how learners participated in co-
constructing the writing tasks. This process included brainstorming, planning, drafting, 
and revising.  
In the experimental classes, the teacher explained to the students how collaborative 
writing worked. The teacher emphasized the importance of the shared responsibility in 
completing the writing tasks. The teacher tended to act as a facilitator. At the beginning 
of the collaborative writing task, the teacher ensured that the students understood the 
concept of collaborative writing. When they started working, many groups 
collaboratively worked on all stages of the writing tasks. In other words, they worked 
sequentially and had no labour division. They exhibited equal amounts of contributions 
and high engagement with each other’s contributions. Others groups formed an 
expert/novice pattern, where one or two group members acted as an ‘expert’, while the 
rest was ‘novice’. In this case, the ‘expert’ members encouraged the ‘novice’ ones to 
actively participate in the group work. They sometimes scaffolded the novice members 
when they faced difficulties in the activities. 
On the other hand, in the control classes, the teacher let the students work in the groups 
as they traditionally did. Based on the class observation, most of the groups tended to 
split the tasks into several sections for individual responsibility. They displayed a clear 
division of labour (i.e. working concurrently) and had a high degree of coordination. 
After they decided the topic for the writing task, the group members rarely talked to 
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each other to discuss what they did. Each group member seemed to focus on their parts. 
They later combined their invidual work to be one group writing piece at the end of the 
task. Some groups had one or two members did the writing for the others who tended 
to take passive roles in the group. 
Once they completed their joint written texts in the groups, they were given a post 
writing test, writing 500-word descriptive texts (see Table 5). The test was completed 
individually, similar to the pre-test given at the beginning of the intervention. Both pre- 
and post-test were assessed by using an analytical writing rubrics. Further explanation 
about the writing rubric will be described under the sub-section ‘Analytical Writing 
Rubric’ in this chapter.  
Table 5. Writing task prompts 
Week Prompts Activities 
Week 1 
 
 
 
Week 2-4 
 
 
 
Week 5-7 
 
 
 
Week 8-10 
 
 
 
 
Week 11 
 
 
 
Week 12 
 
Pre-test: Describe your own country 
in 500 words. 
 
 
Task 1 (Descriptive Text): Describe 
your first day in Makkah (or you can 
choose your own topics) 
 
Task 2 (Narrative Text): Narrate 
your visit to Madinah (or you can 
choose your own topics) 
 
Task 3 (Argumentative Text): What 
do you think about marriage during 
study period or after graduation? 
(or you can choose your own topics) 
 
Post-test): What do you think about 
cooperative writing and/or 
collaborative writing? 
 
Semi-structured interviews with the 
students and the teachers 
The students completed 
the test in 50 minutes 
individually. 
 
Brainstorming, planning, 
drafting, and revising 
 
 
Brainstorming, planning, 
drafting, and revising 
 
 
Brainstorming, planning, 
drafting, and revising 
 
 
 
The students completed 
the test in 50 minutes 
individually. 
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To encourage interdependence among group members when completing the three 
writing tasks, the teacher in the experimental group in particular emphasised the 
importance of shared responsibility for the group to work during the first collaborative 
writing task. To start the activities, the teacher, for instance, provided them with 
options regarding the topic selections for the writing tasks. That is, the students could 
develop either the topics given by the teacher or the ones they agreed on in their 
groups. Most groups chose to develop their own topics they generated during the pre-
writing activities. They selected a particular topic which each group member was 
familiar with.  
The teacher also ensured that the students understood the equally important role each 
group member had in the group throughout the task completion. If the students faced 
difficulties (e.g., task-related issues and problems regarding power dynamic and 
relationship formed in the groups), the teacher acted as a facilitator to address the 
problems. The teacher eventually let the students in the group to make decisions 
regarding their work. For instance, in the revision process, each group member pooled 
their resources before deciding to change errors (e.g., regarding grammar, spellings, 
and punctuation) in their texts. Thus, during all stages of the collaborative writing 
activities, they had a sense of ownership of the joint text.   
  
Research Instruments 
The data collection techniques in this study involved the use of different research 
instruments, including pre- and post-tests, observations, semi-structured interviews 
with learners and teachers, and researcher fieldnotes. Descriptions of these instruments 
are outlined below. 
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Pre- and Post-Tests 
In this quasi-experimental study, a pretest-posttest design was employed in order to 
investigate student participants’ performance before and after the experimental 
manipulation (Creswell, 2015). Both experimental and control groups whose 
participants were randomly assigned by class completed pre- and post-tests. Results of 
these tests were used and compared to see any changes or differences across the groups 
before and after the intervention. For pre- and post-tests, participants were assigned to 
write 500-word descriptive texts. The following section illustrates the writing rubric 
used to rate participants’ written texts.  
Analytical Writing Rubric 
Participants’ written texts were assessed by using an analytical writing rubric (see 
Appendix 3.). The rubric is based on the understanding that composition consists of 
different components (Weigle, 2002), which enables teachers to retrieve information 
from students’ writing performance. Moreover, it is deemed to be more suitable for L2 
writing contexts as it provides assessment with more details (Weigle, 2002). As noted 
earlier in Chapter 2, previous studies investigating the effect of CW tasks on L2 
learners have also used a similar analytical writing rubric to assess written texts and 
showed insightful results (e.g. Shehadeh, 2011).  
The writing rubric includes six component areas: topic development, organization, 
details, sentences, wording, and mechanics on a 4-point scale. Each component may 
receive a mark of one (the lowest mark) to four (the highest), thus 24 was the highest 
score a participant text could obtain. The writing rubric was used to determine the 
difference in the students’ writing performance between the two groups on the pre- and 
post-tests. Prior to being used in the present study, the rubric was used by the researcher 
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and his colleagues to assess L2 students’ written output in their regular writing classes 
over the past years, and it was considered to be robust. To ensure the consistency of 
the scoring rubric, inter-rater reliability (i.e. the consistency of a measure evaluated by 
two different raters) was conducted for both students’ pre- and post-test essays. Six 
essays were randomly selected and were scored by another rater. After discussing the 
scoring criteria for each task with another rater and independently scoring the essays, 
the overall inter-rater reliability was 0.95 through a measure of Pearson product-
moment correlation coefficient employing the Statistical Package for the Social 
Science (SPSS) Version 23. In particular, the two raters’ scores were consistent. 
Therefore, the researcher found that the rubric was reliable for the study.   
Observations 
As a frequently used method in classroom research, it is important to observe learners’ 
behaviors and interactions in real-life situations during the treatment activities. 
According to Creswell (2015, p. 211), observation is “the process of gathering open-
ended, firsthand information by observing people and places at a research site”. 
Observation is also considered “ a useful means for gathering in-depth information 
about such phenomena as the types of language, activities, interactions, instruction, and 
events that occurs in second and foreign language classrooms” (Mackey & Gass, 2005, 
p. 187). In other words, it allows researchers to directly record actual interaction in a 
natural setting. However, direct observation may influence participants’ behaviors 
being investigated. Therefore, the researcher involved as an outsider or a nonparticipant 
observer whose role was apparent to participants during the classroom observation. 
This role could make student and teacher participants comfortable in classroom 
activities. 
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During  the 12-week intervention, the student participants were assigned into four 
classes. While two classes worked with collaborative approach (the experiment 
groups),  the other two worked in traditionally groups (control groups). In each class, 
the  participated were given three types of writing tasks: descriptive, narrative, and 
argumentative texts. Each task (500-word text) was completed in three weeks. During 
the classroom observation, the researcher kept field notes of the observations. The 
researcher examined how learners actively participated in co-constructing writing tasks 
given. This process included brainstorming, planning, drafting, and revising. In 
particular, the researcher not only took fieldnotes, but also recorded their dialogues in 
producing written texts collaboratively.  
Collaborative dialogues took place when participants had to interact with peers in their 
groups to solve language related problems discussed during CW activities. According 
to Swain (2000, p. 102), “collaborative dialogue is dialogue in which speakers engaged 
in problem solving and knowledge building”. In other words, it provides ASL learners 
with opportunities to use the L2 with their peers while producing jointly written texts. 
In the study, the recorded collaborative dialogues were analysed based on language-
related episodes (LREs). As a result, the analysis provided a better understanding of 
the processes and products of L2 learning during CW activities.  
LREs are “any part of dialogue where students talk about the language they are 
producing, question their language use, or correct themselves or others” (Swain & 
Lapkin, 1998, p. 326). When dealing with linguistic problems, L2 learners commonly 
discuss these problems in order to solve them. There are three types of LREs: 1) form-
focused LRE (i.e. grammatical elements such as subject-verb agreements, tenses, or 
word formation); 2) lexical-focused LRE (i.e. a specific word to make meaning); and 
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3) mechanical-focused LRE (i.e. the spelling of a specific word). Swain (2000) states 
that the analysis of collaborative dialogues provides rich information about L2 
learners’ cognitive and their knowledge building processes. Therefore, it is important 
to observe and record participants’ collaborative dialogues as a tool to identify aspects 
of language participants may encounter during CW activities.  
Semi-Structured Interviews 
Interviews are essential means for collecting information in studies involving human 
experiences and views which participants have on issues investigated. Interviews are 
typically structured, semi-structured, and unstructured. Of the three types, a semi-
structured interview is more flexible in nature as a researcher may have a general idea 
of the interview flow (Creswell, 2015). In other words, more open questions can be 
created in a semi-structured interview to gain additional information. For this reason, 
the research employed semi-structured interviews with student and teacher participants 
(see Appendix 2). All interviews were held in Arabic and were audiotaped.  
Field Notes 
Research fieldnotes are considered essential data in observation (Creswell, 2015). 
Fieldnotes can be used to record any detail of information during observation or 
interview sessions. There are two different types of fieldnotes: descriptive and 
reflective. While descriptive fieldnotes “record a description of the events, activities, 
and people (e.g. what happened), reflective field notes record personal thoughts that 
researchers have that relate to their insights, hunches, or broad ideas or themes that 
emerge during the observation (e.g. what sense you made of the site, people, and 
situation)” (Creswell, 2015, p. 215). Therefore, the researcher had to be able to 
differentiate between what was observed and what was inferred during the classroom 
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observation. All fieldnotes were systematically classified and organised in order to be 
used in any future stage of the research. 
Data Analysis 
In general, the data generated in the project were analysed both qualitatively and 
quantitatively. To address research questions regarding patterns of interaction, the 
frequency of LREs and how the participants resolved LREs, and teacher and student 
perceptions, qualitative data (i.e. recordings of learners’ collaborative dialogues, 
observation field notes, recorded interviews with learners and teachers) were analysed. 
Following Storch (2001b), the analysis of the qualitative data was conducted in two 
phases: global analysis and micro-level analysis. In Phase 1, qualitative global analysis 
was used to classify the overall patterns of interactions. The researcher transcribed 
recordings of learners’ verbal interactions and analysed how each small group in both 
the experimental and control classes engaged with the CW tasks. The researcher used 
Storch’s (2002) dyadic interaction model drawing on Damon and Phelps’ (1989) 
criteria of (1) equality, identified as the degree of participants’ contribution to the joint 
tasks; and (2) mutuality, measured as the degree of engagement with a peer’s 
contribution. Examining pair interaction patterns of ESL tertiary students by setting up 
equality and mutuality along two axes, as shown in Figure 4 below, Storch (2002) 
classified four patterns of interactions: 1) collaborative (high level of equality and 
mutuality); 2) dominant/dominant (high level of equality, but low level of mutuality); 
3) dominant/passive (low level of equality and mutuality); and 4) expert/novice (high 
level of mutuality but unequal contribution).  
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Figure 4. A Dyadic Interaction Model (Storch, 2002, 2013) 
 
Based on a holistic view of the qualitative data (i.e. primarily the transcription data of 
students’ verbal interactions), in Phase 2 (the micro-level analysis), the researcher 
purposefully selected four small groups (i.e. Group 2 and 6 from the experimental 
classes, and Group 5 and 6 from the control classes) which were typical of both 
experimental and control classes. In particular, the selection was based on the principle 
of maximum variations (Miles & Huberman, 1994). Hence, it allowed the researcher 
to conduct an in-depth case study of each group and to explain them in detail. In this 
phase, the researcher closely examined how the four selected small groups approached 
the CW tasks within each group along with the important features which related to each 
pattern of small group interaction. Specifically, the analysis identified types of 
activities in on-task episodes while engaging in CW tasks. Table 6 shows the taxonomy 
of codes for on-task episodes. Interview data were then analysed to explain how 
teachers and students perceived their experiences in CW tasks. 
 
Low	Mutuality	
High	Equality	
High	Mutuality	
Low	Equality	
1	Collaborative	4	Expert/Novice
3	Dominant/	Passive	 2	Dominant/	Dominant	
	 92	
               Table 6. The Taxonomy of codes for on-task episodes (Storch, 2001b) 
Activites Definitions/Examples 
1. Requests and Questions 
 
 
2. Explanations 
 
 
 
3. Repetitions 
 
4. Simultaneous talk and 
collaborative completions 
 
 
 
5. Phatic utterances 
 
 
 
6. Pronouns 
e.g. What do you think? (request for an opinion), What can I say? 
(self-directed question). 
 
They can be provided as responses to requests (solicited), or as an 
elaboration on a suggestion made (unsolicited). e.g I think…, 
because…, it means… 
 
There are two types of repetitions: self- and other-repetitions.  
 
Simultaneous talks where the two or more group members talk at 
the same time; collaborative completions where one group 
member completing an utterance initiated by the other group 
members.  
 
“Utterances that have no content, but serve to maintain the flow of 
conversation” (Lockhart & Ng, 1995, p. 654) e.g. ok, yeah, ummm, 
oh 
 
Pronouns used by group members to address each other. e.g. first 
person singular (I), second person (you), first person plural (we) 
 
 
To address the last research question, quantitative data (i.e. students’ pre- and post-test 
scores) were analysed statistically  by using Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 
(SPSS) version 23.0 application. This application was applied to compare results of 
pre- and post-tests from experimental and traditional groups. Since the study was 
primarily a quasi-experimental design with non-equivalent comparison groups (i.e. no 
control group assignment through the mechanism of random assignment due to 
inadequate resources to conduct randomization), the analysis procedure employed one 
way analysis of variance (ANOVA) to statistically control differences or extraneous 
variables between treated and comparison groups that may affect results of the 
experiment (Green & Salkind, 2003; Hinkel et al., 2003). Through this procedure, the 
researcher was able to examine the effect of collaborative writing (i.e. as an 
independent variable) on ASL learners’ writing outcomes (i.e. a dependent variable), 
although student participants were not assigned randomly to treated and comparison 
groups. The following table outlines the  research purposes, data sources, data analysis, 
and anticipated findings. 
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Research 
Questions 
Data sources Data analysis Anticipated 
Findings 
RQ1. Examining how 
ASL learners engage 
with each other 
during the writing 
tasks 
• Recorded collaborative 
dialogues in producing 
jointly Arabic written 
texts 
• Field notes  
Thematic analysis 
of the transcripts 
 
 
Description of how 
learners worked 
during the 
production of their 
jointly ASL written 
texts. 
 
RQ2. Investigating 
the differences 
between 
collaborative writing 
groups and 
traditional small 
groups in terms of 
the frequency of 
LREs produced and 
how LREs are 
resolved during 
small group 
interaction?  
• Recorded collaborative 
dialogues in producing 
jointly Arabic written 
texts 
• Field notes 
Content analysis 
for identifying 
Language related 
Episodes (LREs) 
 
Description of how 
learners 
contributed to the 
production of their 
jointly ASL written 
texts 
 
RQ3. Investigating 
ASL teachers’ and 
learners’ perceptions 
on CW approach 
Recorded semi-structured 
interview with teachers 
and learners 
Thematic analysis of 
interviews 
A better 
understanding of 
how teachers and 
learners reflected 
on their CW 
experiences in the 
classroom.  
RQ 4. Examining the 
difference in learners’ 
ASL writing 
performance in 
collaborative writing 
groups and traditional 
small groups, and the 
linguistic and 
• Comparing pre- and 
post-writing tests scores 
• Learners’ written texts 
• Field notes  
 
• Statistical analysis 
by employing 
ANOVA  
• Content analysis 
for identifying the 
linguistic and 
rhetorical features 
of writings 
Estimation of 
whether there were 
significant 
differences between 
treated and 
comparison groups 
after giving such a 
treatment, and 
Table 7. Research Purposes, Data, and Anticipated Findings 
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rhetorical features of 
writings in the two 
instructional modes 
that may explain the 
differences in their 
performance 
 explanation of 
linguistic and 
rhetorical features 
of writings in the 
two instructional 
modes 
 
 
Summary 
This chapter described how the study was designed and implemented in ASL writing 
classrooms. The chapter described three different approaches to educational research, 
their features, and their strengths and weaknesses. It then reviewed the rationale for 
choosing an embeded quasi-experimental mixed-method design. It described the 
setting where the study was conducted including participants, research instruments, 
data collection and analysis. Moreover, detailed information about the source of data 
used in the study and the analysis process was presented with regard to the four research 
questions. The next four chapters (Chapters 4 to 7) report on and discusses the findings 
of the data analysis regarding the patterns of interaction, the nature of Language 
Related Episodes (LREs), teacher and student perceptions, and the effect of CW on 
students’ writing skills. 
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Chapter 4. Patterns of Small Group Interaction 
The purpose of the study was to investigate the implementation of CW and its effects 
on ASL students’ writing skills. The data analysis and the interpretation of the results 
were based on the framework of Vygotsky’s (1978) sociocultural theory (SCT). This 
chapter focuses on addressing the first research question: “How do ASL learners 
engage with each other during the writing tasks?”. In particular, patterns of interaction 
along with the characteristics that define these patterns identified during classroom 
observations and in students’ verbal interactions are presented. 
This chapter begins with the overall patterns of interaction and some of the important 
features of each pattern. Excerpts from the data transcripts and the researcher’s field 
notes are used to describe these varied patterns of interaction. The second part of 
chapter reports results from the more detailed examination of the data. Even though 
these results are described for the complete data set (i.e. 32 small groups from both the 
experimental and control classes), the researcher presents and discusses the data of four 
small groups more comprehensively in the second part of the chapter. The researcher 
provides transcripts of student verbal interaction in order to illustrate how different 
treatments may have influenced patterns of interaction. In particular, the researcher 
reports on how different patterns of interaction may facilitate language learning that 
probably result in different learning outcomes. 
General Patterns of Small Group Interactions 
In ASL writing classes, patterns of interaction attributed to how small groups of ASL 
students negotiated and engaged with each other while jointly completing three writing 
tasks – narrative, descriptive, and argumentative texts – within a 9-week period were 
explored. The activities designed for the study were completed inside the class. As 
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noted in Chapter 3, there were four classes consisting of 16 students in each 
participating in the study (n=64). Two classes were set as experimental groups while 
the other two groups were controls. While experimental groups employed a 
collaborative writing approach, the control groups just used traditional group work. 
The two groups were taught by  different teachers. Students’ verbal interactions within 
their groups were recorded and transcribed, and their behaviors were noted during the 
classroom observations. Therefore, the primary data sources consisted of recordings of 
students’ verbal interactions and field notes.  
Drawing on the work by Storch (2002) cited earlier in Chapter 2, 48 transcripts across 
the three given tasks were coded. To establish the reliability of the findings, inter-rater 
reliability was ensured. The researcher and a colleague coded a randomly chosen 
sample of 15 transcripts (about 5 transcripts from each task type). This sample 
represented 31% of the data set. Applying Miles and Huberman’s (1994, p. 64) formula 
to assess inter-rater reliability of the coding, where the total number of agreements are 
divided by the total number of ratings, the inter-rater reliability was 95% (an acceptable 
level of coding reliability). 
 The researcher identified the four main patterns of interactions among group members 
across the tasks (see Table 8): collaborative (i.e. when group members worked together, 
negotiated, engaged with all parts of the tasks); dominant/passive (i.e. while one or two 
group members dominated the group work, the rest took a more passive stance); 
cooperative (i.e. group members divided the tasks and there was no engagement with 
each other’s contribution); and expert/novice (i.e. when one or two group members 
acted as ‘expert’ and invited the other members to engage with the tasks and assisted 
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them during the process). The frequency of these patterns of interactions in the 
experimental and control groups is reported in Table 9.   
Table 8. Patterns of interaction in the experimental and control groups across the 
tasks 
Groups Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 
Experimental 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
 
Collaborative 
Expert/Novice 
Expert/Novice 
Expert/Novice 
Dominant/Passive 
Collaborative 
Expert/Novice 
Collaborative 
 
Collaborative 
Expert/Novice 
Collaborative 
Collaborative 
Expert/Novice 
Collaborative 
Expert/Novice 
Expert/Novice 
 
Collaborative 
Expert/Novice 
Expert/Novice 
Dominant/Passive 
Collaborative 
Collaborative 
Collaborative 
Collaborative  
Control 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
 
Dominant/Passive 
Dominant/Passive 
Cooperative 
Expert/Novice 
Dominant/Passive 
Cooperative 
Dominant/Passive 
Dominant/Passive 
 
Dominant/Passive 
Cooperative 
Cooperative 
Cooperative 
Dominant/Passive 
Cooperative 
Cooperative 
Dominant/Passive 
 
Cooperative 
Cooperative 
Expert/Novice 
Cooperative 
Dominant/Passive 
Cooperative 
Dominant/Passive 
Dominant/Passive 
 
Table 9. The frequency of interaction patterns across the experimental and control 
groups 
Patterns of interaction Experimental Control 
Collaborative 
Cooperative 
Dominant/Passive 
Expert/Novice 
12 
- 
2 
10 
- 
11 
11 
2 
 
The researcher illustrates these patterns of interactions by presenting excerpts from the 
transcriptions of students’ verbal interactions in both the experimental and control 
groups. Further instances and more in-depth analysis of the important characteristics 
of the patterns will be provided in the second section of the chapter.  
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Experimental Groups 
 
In general, the experimental (collaborative writing) groups showed a high level of 
engagement among group members which was the most defining feature of a 
collaborative writing approach (see Excerpt 1). During their interactions, they had 
opportunities to initiate ideas and pool them to allow reflective thinking. The learners’ 
engagement drew out the competence of each group member to create complementary 
contributions to the jointly produced texts. Some features of negotiation were also 
observed in the experimental groups such as clarification requests, confirmation 
checks, and comprehension checks. This negotiation enabled learners to promote 
mutual accountability and to enhance critical self-reflection and joint decision-making 
in the writing process. Thus, they were able to reach consensus after negotiating 
different opinions. Further, since each group member had different levels of language 
proficiency, knowledge and experiences, they shared their expertise. While some were 
good at content and organization, others had more knowledge of grammar and writing 
mechanics, for example. These interactions were observed at all stages of writing 
including brainstorming and planning (pre-writing), drafting, and editing. The 
experimental groups tended to be more student-centred as they equally contributed to 
the tasks and mutually engaged with each other’s contribution. They also shared 
authority and responsibility and showed mutual respect. They highlighted group 
members’ abilities and contributions to the writing tasks.   
Collaborative Pattern 
Excerpt 1 below was selected from the interaction in one of the experimental groups 
(i.e. Group 6) – comprising Harith (H), Balam (B), Sayifullah (S), and Nadir (N) and 
was coded collaborative. They jointly contributed to develop the topic of their essay 
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and engaged with each other’s ideas. They extended each other’s ideas (e.g. lines 22-
25, 28-33). They engaged with each other’s opinions by providing positive feedback 
in order to confirm their agreements (e.g. lines 23, 25, 29-32, 34-35). There are also a 
few examples of requests for opinions (e.g. lines 25, 29, 36). The brainstorming process 
seems to run smoothly as they proceed to the next idea to write in their composition 
(e.g. line 39). Hence, both equality and mutuality are high in this interactional pattern 
as displayed in Excerpt 1.   
Excerpt 1 (Experimental Group (6) – Descriptive Task) 
Group 6 brainstormed the topic to be developed in their essay.  
22 
 
 
S اﻧﺎ أﺣﺪ أﻓﻜﺎري .. اﻟﺘﻲ أﻧﺎ ﻛﺘﺒﺘﮭﺎ ھﻲ ﻻ ﺑﺪ ... ﻧﺬﻛﺮ ﺳﺒﺐ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻌﻠﻢ اﻟﻠﻐﺔ ﻋﺮﺑﯿﺔ  
[one of my points… that I wrote is we have to… mention reason for learning Arabic] 
 
23 
 
 
H ﻣﻤﺘﺎز ﺳﯿﻒ ﷲ ... وأﻧﺎ ﻛﺘﺒﺖ ﻣﺜﻞ ذﻟﻚ ﻷﻧﮭﺎ ھﻲ ﻣﺜﻞ اا أﺳﺎس ﻓﻲ ﺗﻌﻠﻢ اﻟﻠﻐﺔ  
[excellent Sayifullah… and I wrote like that because it is like a basic in learning the 
language] 
 
24 
 
 
B أﻗﻮل ﻣﻤﻜﻦ ... ﻣﻦ ﻣﻤﻜﻦ ﻧﺘﻔﻖ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻔﻜﺮة اﻟﻮاﺣﺪة ... ﺑﻌﺪﯾﻦ ﻧﻜﺘﺒﮭﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻨﮭﺎﯾﺔ  
[I say maybe… maybe we could agree in one idea… then we wrote it at the end] 
 
25 
 
 
H أﺣﺴﻨﺖ ... وأﻧﺎ أﺗﻔﻖ ﻣﻌﻚ ... ﻣﺎ رأﯾﻜﻢ ﯾﺎ ﺷﺒﺎب؟ ﻣﺎ ﻧﻜﺘﺐ اﻟﺴﺒﺐ؟... ﻧﺎدر؟  
[excellent… I agree with you.. what do you think guys? What reason do we write?... 
Nadir?] 
 
26 
 
 
N ... أﻧﺎ ﻛﻨﺖ ... أﻓﻜﺮ ﻓﻲ...  
[I was… no nothing…] 
 
27 H ﻛﻨﺖ ﻣﺎذا؟ ... ﻗﻞ.. ﻻ ﺑﺪ ﺗﻜﻮن ﺷﺠﺎﻋﺎ )ﯾﺒﺘﺴﻢ( 
[was what?... say it… you need to be courageous (smiling) 
 
28 N ﻛﻨﺖ  )٧( ﻓﻲ اﻋﺘﻘﺎدي ﻧﻜﺘﺐ ﺳﺒﺐ ھﻮ... ﻣﻦ أﺟﻞ اﻟﺘﻌﻠﻢ دﯾﻦ اﻹﺳﻼم 
 [I was (7) in my opinion we write the reason … for learning about Islam]  
29 
 
 
H ﻣﻤﺘﺎز أﺣﺴﻨﺖ ﯾﺎ ﻧﺎدر ... ﻣﺎ رأﯾﻜﻢ؟  
[Excellent! well done Nadir…what do you think? ] 
 
30 
 
 
S ﺻﺢ... ھﻮ ﺳﺒﺐ ﻛﻮﯾﺲ 
[right… it is a good reason] 
 
31 
 
 
B ﺟﯿﺪ )٥( أﻧﺎ ﻋﻨﺪي ﻧﻘﻄﺔ ... ﺳﺒﺐ ﺛﺎﻧﻲ ... أﻓﻀﻞ ﻣﻤﻜﻦ  
[good (5) I have a point… another reason.. maybe better] 
32 
 
 
H د ﻋﺎدي ... ﻧﺴﺘﻄﯿﻊ ﻧﻜﺘﺐ أﻛﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ ﺳﺒﺐ واﺣﺪ  
[ok… we could write more than one reason] 
33 
 
 
B ﺳﺒﺐ ﺛﺎﻧﻲ ھﻮ ... ﺣﺘﻰ ﻧﻌﻮد ﺑﻼدﻧﺎ وﻧﻌﻠﻢ اﻟﻨﺎس اﻟﻘﺮآن اﻟﻜﺮﯾﻢ  
[another reason is… we could go back to our countries and teach people the Noble 
Qur’an]  
34 
 
 
S ...  ھﻜﺬا؟ﺗﺮون  ﻛﺬا؟ أﺣﺴﻨﺖ ... أﻧﺎ أﻗﻮل أن ﻧﻜﺘﺐ ھﺬا .. ﻗﺼﺪي ﺗﻌﻠﯿﻢ ﻗﺮان ﯾﻜﻮن ﺳﺒﺐ اﻷول  
[good... I say we write this… I mean teaching Qur’an is the first reason… you see 
this?] 
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35 
 
 
H ﻧﻌﻢ ﻷن ھﺬا أھﻢ ﺳﺒﺐ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻌﻠﻢ ﻟﻐﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﯿﺔ  
[yes because this is more important in learning Arabic] 
36 
 
 
S  وأﻧﺖ ﯾﺎ ﻧﺎدر؟  
[and you Nadir?] 
37 
 
 
N إﯾﻮا ... ھﻮ ﺳﺒﺐ ﻣﮭﻢ ﻧﻜﺘﺒﮫ ﻓﻲ اﻷول  
[yeah ((slang))… it is important reason we write first] 
38 
 
 
H أﺣﺴﻨﺘﻢ ﯾﺎ أﺻﺪﻗﺎﺋﻲ )ﯾﺒﺘﺴﻢ( 
[well done my friends (smiling)] 
39 
 
B ھﯿﺎ ﻧﺴﻤﻊ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻔﻜﺮة ﺛﺎﻧﯿﺔ  
[lets hear the second idea] 
 
Excerpt 2 also illustrated this collaborative pattern of group interaction. It showed how 
the argumentative text was jointly drafted by Redaullah (R), AboBakr (Abo), Hafiz 
(H), and Abdullah (Abd). They completed each other’s sentences (e.g. lines 244-245, 
249-252), or reformulated each other’s contributions (e.g. lines 246-248). Therefore, 
this pattern of interaction provided the students with learning opportunities.  
Excerpt 2 (Experimental Group (1) - Argumentative task) 
Group 1 drafted their text.  
244 H:: وﻛﺬﻟﻚ ﺣﯿﻨﻤﺎ ﺣﯿﻨﻤﺎ ﯾﻌﻮد...  
[also when when he gets back…] 
245 R: ﯾﻌﻮد ﻣﻦ اﻟﺠﺎﻣﻌﺔ 
[gets back from university] 
246 H: ﻧﻌﻢ... ﻣﻦ اﻟﺠﺎﻣﻌﺔ إﻟﻰ ﺑﯿﺘﮫ  
[yes… from university to his house] 
247 Abd: إﻟﻰ ﻣﻨﺰﻟﮫ؟  
[to his home] 
248 H: )ﯾﺒﺘﺴﻢ( ﺻﺤﯿﺢ إﻟﻰ ﻣﻨﺰﻟﮫ أﺣﺴﻦ 
[(smile) right to his home better] 
249 R: ﯾﺠﺪ ... ﯾﺠﺪ ااا اﻟﻄﻌﺎم ﺟﺎھﺰا  
[he finds … finds aaa the food ready] 
250 Abo: أوﻻ ﯾﻘﺎﺑﻞ أوﻻده ﺛﻢ... ﯾﺠﺪ اﻟﻄﻌﺎم 
[first he meets his kids then… he finds the food] 
251 H: طﯿﺐ ... ﯾﻌﻮد ﻣﻦ اﻟﺠﺎﻣﻌﺔ إﻟﻰ ﻣﻨﺰﻟﮫ ... 
[ok… he gets back from university to his home…] 
252 R: ﻓﯿﻘﺎﺑﻞ أوﻻده 
[then he meets his kids] 
253 Abo اﯾﻮه؟ 
[yeah?] 
254 Abd: وﯾﺠﺪ اﻟﻄﻌﺎم ﺟﺎھﺰا 
[and finds the food ready] 
255 R: اھﺎ ﻣﻤﺘﺎز 
[aha excellent] 
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During the interaction, they equally contribute to the tasks, and mutually engage with 
each other’s contribution. Once disagreements over grammatical or vocabulary choices 
emerge, collaborative small groups tend to resolve such disagreements. They often 
offer justifications and explanations to convince other group members. In Excerpt 3, 
Harith (H), Balam (B), and Nadir (N) disagreed about the verb form (spreads vs 
spread). Instead of forcing his viewpoint, Harith drew Balam and Nadir’s attention to 
link the word “history” with past tense (lines 131-137). Nadir eventually accepted the 
resolution (line 138) since he could understand the justification for it. 
Excerpt 3 (Experimental Group (6) -  Descriptive task) 
They were on drafting stage. 
131 B: ﻧﻘﻮل ﻣﻢ وﻟﻘﺪ ﺗﺘﻨﺸﺮ اﻟﻠﻐﺔ اﻟﻌﺮ- 
[we say mm the Ara- language spreads ] 
132 H: ﺗﻨﺘﺸﺮ؟ 
[spreads?] 
133 N: ﻧﻌﻢ... ﻓﯿﮫ ﺧﻄﺄ? 
[yes… something wrong?] 
134 H: أﻋﺘﻘﺪ ﺗﻜﺘﺐ اﻧﺘﺸﺮت ... أﻧﺖ ﺗﺘﻜﻠﻢ ﻓﻲ ﺗﺎرﯾﺦ ﺗﺎرﯾﺦ اﻟﻠﻐﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﯿﺔ؟ 
[I think you write spread ((past form)) … you are talking about Arabic language 
history history? ] 
135 N:: ﻧﻌﻢ ...  
[yes…] 
136 B: ﺗﺎرﯾﺦ... طﯿﺐ ﺗﺎرﯾﺦ ﯾﻌﻨﻲ ﻣﺘﻰ؟ 
[history… ok history means when?] 
137 H: ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺪﯾﻢ 
[in the past] 
138 N: طﯿﺐ... ﺗﺴﺘﺨﺪم ﻓﻌﻞ ﻣﺎﺿﻲ إذا ﻛﺘﺒﺖ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺪﯾﻢ ... ﺻﺢ؟ 
[ok… you use past tense when you write in the past … right?] 
139 H: اھﺎ... ﺻﺢ... أﻋﺘﻘﺪ ھﺬا 
[aha… right… I think so] 
 
In Excerpt 4, the group members were deliberating regarding verb tense for the verb 
‘get’. Sayifullah was clearly uncertain about the correct tense (line 300).  Harith 
attempted to suggest the present tense ‘gets’ by stressing the use of adverb of time 
‘once a week’.  Harith also used confirmation request “maybe he gets out?” (line 304). 
Nadir confirmed the choice (line 305).  
Excerpt 4 (Experimental Group (6) - Argumentative task) 
They were on editing stage 
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299 H: "ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﺎﻣﻌﺔ وﯾﻘﻮم ﺑﺎﻟﻤﺬاﻛﺮة ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻜﺘﺒﺔ وﺧﺮج ﻣﻊ أھﻠﮫ  ﻣﺮة واﺣﺪة ﻓﻲ اﻷﺳﺒﻮع" ))ﯾﻘﺮأ اﻟﻨﺺ(( ﻣﻢ ﻧﻘﻮل 
ﺧﺎرﺟﺎ ﻣﻊ أھﻠﮫ ... أو...  
[“at the university and he studies at the library and got out with his family once a 
week” ((reading text)) mm we say going out  … or …] 
300 S ﻣﺎذا؟ ﺗﻘﺼﺪ ﺧﺮج؟ 
[what? You mean got out?] 
301 H: ﻧﻌﻢ ... ھﻲ... 
[yes… it …] 
302 N: ھﻨﺎ ھﻲ )٥( ﻓﻌﻞ ﻣﺎﺿﻲ... ﺛﻼﺛﺔ أﺣﺮف ﯾﻌﻨﻲ ﻓﻌﻞ ﻣﺎض...  
[here it is (5) past tense … three letters means past tense…] 
303 S: ﻧﻘﻮل ... ﺧﺮج ﻣﻊ أھﻠﮫ ... 
[we say … he got out with his family] 
304 H: ﻣﻤﻜﻦ ﯾﺨﺮج ؟ ﯾﺨﺮج ﻣﻊ أھﻠﮫ ﻣﺮة ... ﻣﺮة واﺣﺪة ﻓﻲ اﻷﺳﺒﻮع 
with his family once… once a week] Gets out[maybe he gets out?  
305 N: ﻧﻌﻢ ... أﻋﺘﻘﺪ ذﻟﻚ ... ﺻﺢ ﯾﺨﺮج ﯾﺨﺮج 
]he gets out he gets out[yes… I think so… right  
 
As Excerpt 4 displays above, in collaborative small groups, no group member acts as 
an ‘expert’. Rather, all members act as equal novices, providing suggestions and asking 
for confirmations from each other. The decision of the correct grammar is resolved 
through a dialogic process of mutual assistance.  
Excerpt 5 also shows evidence of co-construction reached via dialogic interaction. Here 
Hafiz, Redaullah, and AboBakr discussed the choice of correct word form (‘test’). The 
initial assistance was provided by Redaullah questioning Hafiz’s choice of the noun 
form of the word ‘test’ (line 140).  As a result, Hariz considered the use of word ‘test’ 
(line 141), and supported by AboBakr, they all agreed that the noun form of the word 
is required in this context. Here, it can be seen that the language learning happens when 
they discuss the choice of word forms.  
Excerpt 5 (Experimental Group (1) -  Argumentative task) 
They were on drafting stage 
137 H: ﻓﻲ ﯾﺨﺘﺒﺮ ﻓﻲ ... ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺎدة 
[in he is tested in… in the subject] 
138 R: ﯾﺨﺘﺒﺮ ﻓﻲ...  
[he is tested in …] 
139 H: ﻧﻌﻢ ﯾﺨﺘﺒﺮ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺎدة ... و ﻣﻢ ﯾﻨﺠﺢ ﻓﯿﮭﺎ ﺑﺪرﺟﺔ ﻋﺎﻟﯿﺔ 
[yes tested in the subject… and mm he passes with high grade] 
140 R: ﯾﺨﺘﺒﺮ أو ؟ ... 
or?...] tested[he is  
141 H: ﯾﺨﺘﺒﺮ ھﻮ ﻓﻌﻞ ﻣﻀﺎرع...  
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[tested is present tense …] 
142 Abo: اھﺎ... ﺑﻌﺪ ﺣﺮف ﺟﺮ ﻻ ﺑﺪ ﻧﻘﻮل اﺳﻢ... اﺧﺘﺒﺎر؟  
[aha … after the proposition we have to write in noun form… test?] 
143 R: ﻧﻌﻢ اﺧﺘﺒﺎر... ﻧﻜﺘﺐ اﺧﺘﺒﺎر 
[yes test… we write test] 
 
Another important linguistic characteristic in the transcripts of small groups working 
collaboratively was that they often used first person plural pronouns ‘we’, as shown in 
Excerpt 6. Balam, Nadir, and Harith commonly use ‘we’ (e.g. lines 42, 45, 47, 48). The 
pronoun is employed to show a joint ownership and accountability on task completion. 
Storch (2002) also found in her data the frequent use of first person plural in the dialog 
of collaborative pairs. She contends that the predominant use of first person plural 
differentiated collaborative with non-collaborative group work.  
Excerpt 6 Experimental Group (6) - Descriptive task. 
They were on brainstorming stage 
42 B: ھﺬا ﺳﺒﺐ... ﻣﺎ رأﯾﻜﻢ ﻧﻘﻮل ﺳﺒﺐ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ ھﻮ ﻧﺎس ﯾﺮﯾﺪون ... 
[this is a reason… what do you think we say the second reason is people want…] 
43 H: اﻟﻨﺎس )ال( 
)]the[the people ( 
44 B: اﻟﻨﺎس ﯾﺮﯾﺪون ﯾﻌﺮﻓﻮن اﻹﺳﻼم 
[the people want to know about Islam] 
45 N: اھﺎ... ﻣﻤﺘﺎز ﺛﻢ ﻧﺬﻛﺮ ﺑﻌﺪ ذﻟﻚ ﺳﺒﺐ اﻟﺬي ﻗﺎﻟﮫ ﺑﺎﻻم... ﻣﺎ ھﻮ ﯾﺎ ﺑﻼم؟ 
[aha… excellent then we mention the reason Balam said … what is it Balam?] 
46 B: ﻣﻢ ... ﺳﺒﺐ أن اﻟﻠﻐﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﯿﺔ ھﻲ ﻟﻐﺔ اﻟﻌﻠﻮم ... ﻓﯿﺘﻌﻠﻤﻮن اﻟﻨﺎس ﻟﻜﻲ ﯾﺴﺘﻔﯿﺪوا ﻣﻨﮭﺎ 
[mm… reason is the Arabic language is the language of knowledge… so the people 
learn to benefit from it] 
47 H: ﻓﻜﺮة ﺟﯿﺪة... دﻋﻮﻧﺎ ﻧﻜﺘﺒﮭﺎ ﻋﺸﺎن ﻣﺎ ﻧﻨﺴﺎھﺎ... 
[good idea… lets write so we don’t forget it] 
48 N: ﯾﺎ ﺷﺒﺎب... ﻣﺎ رأﯾﻜﻢ ﻟﻮ ... ﻧﻜﺘﻔﻲ ﺑﺄﻓﻜﺎر ﻗﻠﯿﻠﺔ وﺑﻌﺪﯾﻦ ... ﯾﻌﻨﻲ ﻧﻔﺼﻞ ﻓﯿﮭﺎ... ﺑﺎﻟﺘﻔﺼﯿﻞ؟ 
[guys… what do you think if … have few ideas and then… I mean we elaborate in 
it… in detail? ] 
49 H: ﻣﻢ ... طﯿﺐ ﻣﺎ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺸﻜﻠﺔ…   
[mm… ok no problem…] 
 
Expert/Novice Pattern 
Excerpt 7 displays an expert/novice pattern of interaction. The talk comes from Group 
2 – Anas (An), Shakir (Sha), Shoaib (Sho), and Asafar (As) – when they were at the 
revision stage. It shows that Anas and Shakir took the lead and assumed the role of 
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‘expert’. Anas (e.g. line 133) and Shakir (e.g. line 126) encouraged the novice (Asafar 
and Shoaib) to get involved in the discussion by requesting their opinions. They seemed 
to assist Asafar and Shoaib by giving explanations (e.g.  lines 128, 131, 135, 137). As 
a result, Shoib, for instance, shared his opinion (e.g. line 136), and confirmed (e.g. line 
130) that he understood the explanation provided. Despite low equality, the interaction 
in Excerpt 7 shows low to moderate mutuality.  
Excerpt 7 (Experimental Group (2) – Narrative Task) 
Group 2 revised their essay. They discussed about the use of article and punctuation.   
119 An " "وﻓﻲ طﺮﯾﻖ ﻋﻮدﺗﻨﺎ إﻟﻰ ﻣﻜﺔ اﻟﻤﻜﺮﻣﺔ طﻠﺒﻨﺎ ﻣﻦ أﺳﺘﺎذ ﻣﺤﻤﺪ اﻟﺘﻮﻗﻒ...  
[“In our way back to Makkah we asked teacher Mohammed to stop…”]  
120 
 
Sha أﻋﺘﻘﺪ ﻻ ﺑﺪ ﻧﻘﻮل اﻷﺳﺘﺎذ وﻟﯿﺲ أﺳﺘﺎذ 
[I think we have to say اﻷﺳﺘﺎذ  (( teacher with the definite article)) not اﺳﺘﺎذ  ((teacher 
without definite article))]  
121 
 
Sho ﻟﻤﺎذا ﻧﻘﻮل ھﺬا ... ﯾﻤﻜﻦ ﻧﻘﻮل ... ﻣﺜﻞ ﺑﻌﺾ 
[Why we say that… we could say.. like some]  
122 
 
Sha ﻻ ﺑﺪ ﻧﻜﺘﺐ ﻣﻊ ... اﻟﻤﻌﺮﻓﺔ ... ﻷﻧﻨﺎ ﻧﺘﻜﻠﻢ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺸﺨﺺ اﻟﻤﻌﺮوف ... اﻷﺳﺘﺎذ  
[because we need to write with d-e-f… the definite... because we are talking about 
known person… the teacher]  
123 
 
An أﺣﺴﻨﺖ ﯾﺎ ﺷﺎﻛﺮ ... ﺻﺤﯿﺢ... أﻧﺎ ﻗﺪ ﻧﺴﯿﺖ ھﺬا )ﯾﺒﺘﺴﻢ(  
[well done Shakir… right.. I forgot this (smiling)]  
124 
 
 
An "طﻠﺒﻨﺎ ﻣﻦ اﻷﺳﺘﺎذ ﻣﺤﻤﺪ اﻟﺘﻮﻗﻒ ﺣﺘﻰ ﻧﺮى ﺟﺒﻞ أﺣﺪ واﻷﺳﺘﺎذ واﻓﻖ ورأﯾﻨﺎ اﻟﺠﺒﻞ..." ﻧﺤﺘﺎج ﻧﻀﻊ ﻓﺎﺻﻠﺔ ھﻨﺎ ... 
ﺻﺤﯿﺢ؟   
[“we asked the teacher Mohammed to stop to see the mountain Ohud and the teacher 
agreed and we saw the mountain…” we need to put comma here.. right?]  
125 
 
As ﻣﻢ )٦( ﻻ أﻋﺮف ... ﻟﻤﺎذا ﻧﻀﻊ ﻓﺎﺻﻠﺔ؟ 
[mmm (6) I don’t know… why we put comma?]  
126 
 
Sha أﻧﺎ أﻋﺮف ... ﻟﻜﻦ أرﯾﺪ أن أﺳﻤﻊ ﻣﻦ ﺷﻌﯿﺐ  
[I know… but I want to hear from Shoaib]  
127 
 
Sho )ﯾﺒﺘﺴﻢ( ﻣﺎ أﻋﺮف   
[(smile) I don’t know know]  
128 
 
An ﻷن اﻟﺠﻤﻠﺔ اﻧﺘﮭﺖ ... ﺑﻌﺪ ذﻟﻚ ﻻﺑﺪ ﻧﻀﻊ ﻓﺎﺻﻠﺔ ..ﺻﺤﯿﺢ ﯾﺎ ﺷﺎﻛﺮ؟  
[because the sentence has finished… after that we have to put a comma… right 
Shakir?]  
129 
 
Sha ﻧﻌﻢ ﺻﺤﯿﺢ 
[yes right]  
130 
 
Sho اھﺎ  
[aha]  
131 
 
An "وﻗﺪ ﺷﺎھﺪﻧﺎ ﻣﻦ أﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺠﺒﻞ ﻣﻦ ﻣﻨﺎظﺮ ﻋﺠﯿﺒﺔ أﺷﯿﺎء ﻛﺜﯿﺮة" ... ﻣﻤﻜﻦ ﻧﻜﺘﺐ )ال( ھﻨﺎ ...  
[“ and we saw from the top of the mountain wonderful views”… we may write ال  
((the definite article)) here?.. right? ]  
132 
 
As اھﺎ... أﻋﺘﻘﺪ ﺻﺤﯿﺢ 
[eeh.. I think right]  
133 
 
An ﻣﺘﺄﻛﺪ؟  
[sure?]  
134 
 
As ﻻ... ﻟﻤﺎذا ﻧﻀﻊ ال ))ال اﻟﺘﻌﺮﯾﻒ(( 
[no… why we put ال   ((the definite article))?] 
 
	 105	
135 
 
An ﻧﻌﻢ... ﻻ ﺑﺪ ﻧﻜﺘﺐ ﻗﺒﻠﮭﺎ )ال( 
[yes… we have to write ال  ((the definite article)) before ﻣﻨﺎظﺮ  ((views))]  
136 
 
Sho ال ﺗﻊ ... رﯾﻒ 
[d-f-i-… definition?]  
137 
 
Sha ﻣﻤﺘﺎز... ھﻲ اﺳﻤﮭﺎ )ال( ﺗﻌﺮﯾﻒ ... أﺣﺴﻨﺖ ﯾﺎ ﺷﻌﯿﺐ 
[excellent... it is called definite article… well done Shoaib] 
 
Excerpt 8 also shows that the small group talk of the expert/novice pattern has several 
important characteristics of collaborative patterns described earlier. Shakir and Anas 
contributed to the task via requests (lines 69, 71) and explanations (lines 76, 77). On 
the other hand, Shoaib and Asafar attempted to join the discussion by sharing what 
they understood (lines 73, 75) and showing an agreement (line 78).  
Excerpt 8 (Experimental Group (2) - Narrative task) 
This group was on brainstorming stage 
69 Sha: وﻧﻜﺘﺐ ﻋﻦ ﻣﻢ ﻋﻦ ... ﻋﻦ ... ﻋﻦ ﻣﻌﺮض أﺳﻤﺎء ﷲ اﻟﻤﻌﺮض ﻛﻮﯾﺲ؟ 
[and we write about mm about… about… about Allah’s ((The Almighty God)) 
names exhibition good?] 
70 An: ﻣﻢ ﻣﺎ أدري ... ﻣﻤﻜﻦ 
[mm I don’t know … maybe] 
71 Sha: ﺷﺒﺎب ... ھﻞ ﻧﺤﺘﺎج ﻧﻜﺘﺐ ﻋﻦ ﻛﯿﻒ اﺧﺖ- ﻛﯿﻒ ﺗﻢ اﺧﺘﯿﺎرﻧﺎ؟ 
[guys… do we need to write about how they cho- how have we been chosen?] 
72 An: اھﺎ ﺳﺆال ﺟﯿﺪ )ﯾﻀﺤﻚ( ...أﻋﺘﻘﺪ ذﻟﻚ 
[aha good question (laugh) … I think so] 
73 Sho: وﻧﻜﺘﺐ ﻛﺬﻟﻚ ﻋﻦ ﻣﺎذا ﻋﻤﻠﻨﺎ ... ﯾﻌﻨﻲ أﻧﺸﻄﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻄﺮﯾﻖ ﺻﺢ؟ 
[we also write about what we did… I mean activities in the way right?] 
74 As: اﻓﻔﻒ ﻣﺘﻌﺐ ﺗﻔﻜﯿﺮ )ﯾﺒﺘﺴﻢ( 
[off thinking is tiring (smile)] 
75 Sho ﻧﻜﺘﺐ ﻧﻘﻮل ﻧﺤﻦ ... أو ﻧﻘﻮل أﻧﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻜﺘﺎﺑﺔ؟ 
[we write we… or we say I in the writing?] 
76 An: أﻋﺘﻘﺪ ﻧﻘﻮل ﻧﺤﻦ أﺣﺴﻦ ...  
…]we[I think we better say  
77 Sha: ﻧﻌﻢ ﻧﺤﻦ... ﻷن اﻷﺳﺘﺎذ ﯾﻘﻮل ﻧﻜﺘﺐ ﺑﺎﻟﺠﻤﺎﻋﺔ... 
[yes we… because the teacher says we write in group…] 
78 As: طﯿﺐ 
[ok] 
 
Further, as Excerpt 8 shows, Shakir and Anas acting as ‘expert’, attempted to make 
sure joint contribution, assisting the ‘novice’ – Shoaib and Asafar – to come to a 
decision. For instance, this happened when they were discussing the choice of subject 
‘we' to be written in the text. Even though Asafar was still uncertain and thinking of 
what they would use in the sentence (line 74), Shakir’s prompting (line 71) led to 
Asafar’s success in solving the problem regarding the use of subject ‘we’ (line 78). 
	 106	
Anas also provided encouragement via agreement (line 72). In Excerpt 8, Shakir and 
Anas guided questions and expressions of support to encourage Shoaib and Asafar to 
reach a resolution instead of forcing their opinions. In particular, dialogue can be used 
to invite the novice in the process of resolving a problem.  
Similarly, Excerpt 9 shows how Ujang (U) encouranged Abdulrahman (Ar) and 
Abdulqader (Aq) to contribute to the activity. Here the group were trying to reconstruct 
the given sentence “the teacher has a good role in teaching students”. 
Excerpt 9 (Experimental Group (4) -  Descriptive task) 
They were on editing stage. 
304 U: "واﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ ﯾﻘﻮم ﺑﺪور ﺟﯿﺪ.." 
[and the teacher has a good role…”] 
305 Aq: ﺟﯿﺪ 
[good] 
306 U: "ﺑﺪور ﺟﯿﺪ ... ﻓﻲ ﺗﻌﻠﯿﻢ اﻟﻄﻼب" 
[“good role in teaching the students”] 
307 Aq: ﻓﻲ ﺗﻌﻠﯿﻢ اﻟﻄﻼب 
[in teaching the students] 
308 U: ﻣﺎ رأﯾﻜﻢ؟ .... ااا 
[what do you think? … aaa] 
309 Abd: ﻟﻜﻦ ااا 
[but aaa] 
310 Ar: اﯾﻮه؟... 
[yeah?...] 
311 Abd: اااه... ﻟﺴﺆال ھﻮ ھﻞ ... ھﻞ ھﻨﺎك ﻛﻠﻤﺔ ﻣﻤﻜﻦ ﺗﻜﻮن أﻓﻀﻞ ﻣﻦ ﺟﯿﺪ ؟ ﻛﻠﻤﺔ ﻣﺜﻞ ﻣﻢ ﻣﺜﻼ ﻓﻌﺎل ... اﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ ﯾﻘﻮم 
ﺑﺪور ﻓﻌﺎل ﻓﻲ ﺗﻌﻠﯿﻢ اﻟﻄﻼب... ﻣﺎ رأﯾﻚ؟ 
[aah… the question is … is there a word better than good? A word like mm for 
example effective … the teacher has an effective role in teaching students … what 
do you think?] 
312 U: ﻣﻢ... ﻣﺎ أﻋﺘﻘﺪ ﻣﻤﻜﻦ ﺗﻘﻮل ﻓﻌﺎل ھﻨﺎ 
[mm… I don’t think saying effective fits here] 
313 Aq: ﻣﻢ 
[mm] 
314 U: ﻓﻲ ھﺬه اﻟﺤﺎﻟﺔ ﯾﻌﻨﻲ... 
[in this case you mean…] 
315 Abd: ﻟﻜﻦ ... ﻟﻜﻦ أﻧﺎ ﻟﺴﺖ أﻧﺎ ﻟﺴﺖ ﻣﺘﺄﻛﺪ ﺑﺲ أﺷﻌﺮ 
[but… but I’m not sure but I feel] 
316 Ar: اﯾﻮا اﯾﻮا اﯾﻮا طﯿﺐ )ﯾﻀﺤﻚ( 
[yeah yeah yeah ok (laugh)] 
317 Abd: وأﻧﺖ 
[and you] 
318 Ar: ﻧﻌﻢ أﻋﺘﻘﺪ ذﻟﻚ 
[yes I think so] 
319 Abd: )ﯾﻀﺤﻚ( 
[(laugh)] 
320 Aq: اﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ ﯾﻘﻮم ﺑﺪور 
[the teacher has a role] 
321 Ar: ﻓﻌﺎل؟ 
[effective?] 
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322 U: ﺟﯿﺪ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻌﻠﯿﻢ اﻟﻄﻼب 
[good in teaching students] 
323 Aq: ﻣﻢ ... )ﯾﺰﯾﻞ( 
[mm … (rubs out)] 
 
Discussion on  "good role in teaching the students” was initiated by Ujang (lin 306). 
Abdulqader tried to think the noun collocation (line 307). Ujang asked other opinions 
and was responded by Abdurrazaq (Abd) with a tentative suggestion (lines 311, 315). 
Abdulrahman also seemed to go with the flow of discussion (lines 316, 318). When 
Abdulrahman offered his opinion (line 321), Ujang just corrected it (line 322). To 
conclude, like the collaborative pattern of interaction, the expert/novice pattern of 
interaction also facilitated language learning as shown in Excerpts 7-9. 
Control Groups 
Control groups, on the other hand, involved little social interaction among group 
members. At the beginning of the writing process, they had already shared their 
responsibilities (see Excerpt 10). Few conflicts or differences in opinions were 
observed during the writing process. They tended to focus only on their individual part. 
Little negotiation or engagement with each other’s contribution occurred between the 
group members. They did not pool their resources to create the joint writing tasks. 
Further, in control groups, there were group members who played more authoritative 
roles than others. Therefore, it was more directive than collaborative, as closely 
monitored by the researcher. 
Cooperative Pattern 
Excerpt 10 exemplifies an interaction pattern classified as cooperative. The group 
consists of Zayan (Z), Maiz (M), Arish (Ar), and Aish (Ai).  There seems to be a clear 
division of labor in Excerpt 10. When Maiz read the text aloud so everyone could hear 
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it, he askeed Zayan’s help (line 208). However, Zayan stated that it was Maiz’s role to 
edit the essay (line 209). In some instances, Aish, Arish and Zayan provided feedback 
in order to confirm the uncertainties in the text (e.g. lines 211, 215, 217, 223). Even 
though each group member contributed to the essay, there is limited engagement with 
each other’s feedback. In other words, the interaction is moderate on equality, but low 
on mutuality. 
Excerpt 10 (Control Group (6) – Descriptive Task)  
They edited their essay – the use of prepositions, the article and word choices.  
208 
 
 
M: "وﯾﻘﻮم ﺑﻤﺴﺎﻋﺪﺗﻚ ﻋﻨﺪ ﺣﺎﺟﺘﻚ إﻟﯿﮫ..." ﻣﻤﻜﻦ ﺗﺴﺎﻋﺪوﻧﻲ ... )ﯾﺒﺘﺴﻢ( ﻓﻲ ﻣﺮاﺟﻌﺔ؟ 
[he helped you when you are in need of him…” can you help me… (smiling) in the 
editing?] 
209 
 
 
Z: ھﺬا دورك... ﻣﺎ ﻓﯿﮫ ﻣﺸﻜﻠﺔ ﺗﻔﻀﻞ...أﻛﻤﻞ 
]this is your role… no problem go ahead… continu[ 
 
210 
 
 
M: ﺷﻜﺮا "وإذا ﻣﺎ ﺣﻀﺮت إﻟﻰ ﺟﺎﻣﻌﺔ ھﻮ ﯾﻌﻄﯿﻚ اﻟﺪرس ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ ﯾﻌﻮد  
]thanks “and if you don’t attend to university he will give you the notes when he 
come[  
 
211 
 
 
Ai: ﻻ ... ﻻ.. ھﻲ ﺻﺤﯿﺤﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺻﺤﯿﺤﺔ.. أﻛﻤﻞ 
]ture … continue inno… no… it is true  [ 
212 
 
 
M: "وﺻﺪﯾﻖ اﻟﻤﺜﺎﻟﻲ ھﻮ .... 
[“and your ideal friend is…” ((friend is without the definite article))] 
213 
 
 
Z: ﻗﻒ 
]stop[ 
214 
 
 
M: ﻣﺎذا؟ 
][what? 
215 
 
 
Z: اﻟﺼﺪﯾﻖ... ﻓﯿﮫ أل ... اﻛﺘﺒﮭﺎ 
]friend … there is (al) … write it[ 
216 
 
 
 
 
M: طﯿﺐ.. ال " واﻟﺼﺪﯾﻖ اﻟﻤﺜﺎﻟﻲ ھﻮ ﯾﻌﻄﯿﻚ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺎل إذا أﻧﺖ ﺗﺤﺘﺎج ... ودﯾﻦ اﻹﺳﻼم ﯾﺤﺚ.." ﯾﺤﺚ؟ ﻣﺎ ﯾﺤﺚ 
ﻣﻌﻨﺎھﺎ؟ 
ok… (al) “and the ideal friend gives you the money when you need it… and Islam[ ] 
ges…” urge? What urge meansu 
217 
 
 
Ar: ﯾﻌﻨﻲ ... ﯾﻌﻨﻲ ﯾﺸﺠﻊ ﯾﻜﻮن أﺻﺪﻗﺎء 
]it means… meaning encourage to be friends[ 
218 
 
 
M: اھﺎ.. ﻓﮭﻤﺖ... أﻛﻤﻞ؟ 
]aha… understood… Shall I continue?[ 
219 
 
 
Ar: ﻧﻌﻢ 
][yes] 
220 
 
 
M: "ودﯾﻦ اﻹﺳﻼم ﯾﺤﺚ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺺ.. " ﻣﺎ؟ اﻟﻜﻠﻤﺔ ھﺬي؟  
[“islam urges to …” what? What is this word?] 
221 Ar: أﯾﻦ؟ 
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[where?] 
222 
 
 
M: ھﻨﺎ ))ﯾﺸﯿﺮ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻜﻠﻤﺔ(( 
[here ((pointing to the word))] 
223 
 
 
Ar: ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺼﺪاﻗﺔ ... ﯾﺤﺚ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺼﺪاﻗﺔ 
[on friendship… urge on the friendship] 
224 
 
 
M: "ﯾﺤﺚ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺼﺪاﻗﺔ ﻷن ﷲ ﯾﺠﺒﮭﺎ" 
[“urge on the friendship because Allah ((God)) loves it…”] 
 
A similar pattern was emerged from Excerpt 11. When Yaseen (Y) discussed the 
sentence ‘the guys get married’, Omar (O) did not seem to agree with the word ‘the 
guy’ and offered a suggestion ‘the student’ (lines 188-189). However, Yaseen did not 
have any willingness to consider Omar’s suggestion. Rather, he imposed his opinion 
in order to resolve it. Similarly, Mohammed (M) tried to invite Ghiyasudden (G) into 
the discussion, but Ghiyasudden showed no interest to talk about it (lines 191-194). It 
is evident that they focused on separate parts of the task – there was no reformulation 
or seeking confirmations. There was an inability to engage with each other’s 
suggestions.  
Excerpt 11 (Control Group (1) - Argumentative task) 
They were on drafting stage. 
188 Y: ﻧﻜﺘﺐ ھﻨﺎ ... ﻣﻢ وﻗﺪ ﯾﺘﺰوج اﻟﻔﺘﻰ... 
[we write here … mm and the guy gets married…] 
189 O: ﻣﻢ.. اﻟﻔﺘﻰ؟ ﻣﺎ ﺗﻘﻮل اﻟﻄﺎﻟﺐ؟ 
[mm… the guy? You don’t say the student?] 
190 Y: ﻻ ﻻ... اﻟﻔﺘﻰ أﺣﺴﻦ... ﻧﻘﻮل وﻗﺪ ﯾﺘﺰوج اﻟﻔﺘﻰ ... و ... وﺛﻢ ﺑﻌﺪ ذﻟﻚ ﯾﻜﻮن ﯾﻜﻮن ﻣﺸﻐﻮﻻ ﻓﻲ ... 
[no no … the guy is better… we say the guy gets married… and…then after that he 
would be busy with…] 
191 M: ﻗﯿﺎس اﻟﺪﯾﻦ 
[Ghiyasudden] 
192 G: ﻧﻌﻢ؟ 
[yes] 
193 M: ﺗﺬھﺐ xxx  
[do you go xxx] 
194 G: xxx 
[xxx] 
195 M: ﻓﻲ xxx وﯾﺬھﺐ ﺑﺄھﻠﮫ ... ﺑﺄھﻠﮫ إﻟﻰ اﻟﺲ- اﻟﺴﻮق ﻧﻌﻢ ... وﺑﻌﺪ... 
[with xxx and he goes with his family … with his family to shop- shopping yes… 
and after…] 
196 Y: ﺗﻘﻮل أھﻠﮫ وأوﻻده؟ 
[you say his family and his kids?] 
197 M: ﻻ ﻻ ﺑﺲ أھﻠﮫ... ﻧﻜﻤﻞ...  
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[no no just ((slang)) his family… we continue…] 
198 G: ﻛﻢ ﺑﻘﻲ؟ 
[how much time left?] 
199 M: ﺑﺎﻗﻲ... ﻣﻢ واﺣﺪ اﺛﻨﯿﻦ ﺛﻼﺛﺔ ﺛﻼﺛﺔ أﺳﻄﺮ 
[still … mm one two three three lines] 
200 G: طﯿﺐ... ﺣﺼﺔ اﻟﻘﺎدﻣﺔ ﻧﺤﻦ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺘﻌﺪﯾﻞ اﻟﻨﺺ 
[ok… next class we do text editing] 
201 Y: اﯾﻮه 
[yeah] 
202 G: اﺳﺘﺎذ ﯾﻘﻮل xxx 
[teacher says xxx] 
203 M: ﻣﻄﻌﻢ الxxx 
[the restaurant of xxx] 
204 G: طﯿﺐ 
[ok] 
 
Further, Excerpt 12 showed the group members’ inability to engage with each other’s 
suggestions. While Maiz (M) was uncertain about the verb use and asked about it to 
Arish (Ar) (line 252), Zayan (Z) and Ai (Aish) did not show any attempt to contribute 
to it. They just let Maiz (M) edit the text alone (lines 258, 261). 
Excerpt 12 (Control Group (6) - Descriptive task) 
They were on editing stage. 
 
252 M: "وﯾﻜﻮن ﺻﺪﯾﻖ اﻟﻤﺜﺎﻟﻲ ﯾﺤﺐ اﻟﺨﯿﺮ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻨﺎس وﯾﻌﻄﻲ ﺻﺪﯾﻘﮫ ﻧﺼﯿﺤﺔ ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ ﯾﻜﻮن ﺧﺎطﺌﺎ" ﻣﻢ ))ﯾﻘﺮأ اﻟﻨﺺ(( 
وﺛﻢ )٧(  ھﺬي اﯾﺶ 
[“the ideal friend loves doing good to people and gives his friend an advice when he 
is wrong” mm ((reading text)) and then (7) what is this ((slang))] 
253 Ar: ﻓﯿﻦ؟ 
[where ((slang))?] 
254 M: ھﺬي  
[this] 
255 Ar: وﯾﻊ- وﯾﻌﻄﯿﮫ 
[and he gi- and he gives him] 
256 M: "وﯾﻌﻄﯿﮫ اﻟﺬي ﯾﺮﯾﺪ وأﯾﻀﺎ ﯾﺴﺎﻋﺪه إذا ﻛﺎن ﻓﻘﯿﺮا " 
[“ and he gives him what he wants and helps him too when he is poor”] 
257 Ar: اﯾﻮا 
[yeah] 
258 M: "وإذا اﺷﺘﺮى ﺣﺎﺟﺔ ﺟﺪﯾﺪة ﻷوﻻده ھﻮ ﻻ ﺑﺪ ﻻ ﺑﺪ ﯾﻌﻄﻲ ﺻﺪﯾﻘﮫ أوﻻده ﻣﻨﮭﺎ ﺣﺘﻰ ﯾﻨﺒﺴﻄﻮا وﯾﻨﺸﺮح ﺻﺪرھﻢ" ﻣﻢ 
)٦(  
[“and when he bought a new stuff for his kids he should he should give his friend’s 
kids of them so they get  happy” mm (6)] 
259 Z: ﻣﺘﻰ ﺗﻨﺘﮭﻲ اﻟﺤﺼﺔ؟ xxx 
[when does the class finish? xxx] 
260 Ai xxx 
[xxx] 
261 M: "ﻓﻲ ﺑﻌﺾ اﻟﻮﻗﺖ ﯾﻜﻮن اﻟﺼﺪﯾﻖ ھﻮ ﺗﻌﺒﺎن " ﻣﻢ ھﻨﺎ ھﻮ ھﻮ ﻻ ... اﻟﺼﺪﯾﻖ ﺗﻌﺒﺎن ... "ﯾﻜﻮن اﻟﺼﺪﯾﻖ ﺗﻌﺒﺎن ﻓﻼ 
ﯾﻮﺟﺪ أﺣﺪ ﻻ ﺑﺪ ﺻﺪﯾﻖ ﯾﻜﻮن ﻣﻮﺟﻮدا..." 
[“sometimes a friend he is sick” mm here he he no… the friend is sick… “the friend 
is sick and he doesn’t find anyone…” ] 
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Dominant/Passive Pattern 
Group 5 from the control groups in Excerpt 13 displayed a dominant/passive pattern of 
interaction. While Aneel (An) was quite active and dominated the discussion, Azyz 
(Az), Adil (Ad), and Ifham (I) showed limited participation (passive). As can be seen 
in Excerpt 13, Aneel explained how to complete the task and asked other group 
members to be involved (lines 1, 8). However, Adil and Azyz did not do their work. 
Rather, they talked about something irrelevant to the task. Thus, the interaction in 
Excerpt 13 was low both on equality and mutuality.   
Excerpt 13 (Control Group (5) – Argumentative Task) 
Group 5 brainstormed the topic to be developed in their essay.  
1 
 
 
 
2 
 
 
3 
 
 
 
 
 
4 
 
 
5 
 
 
6 
 
 
7 
 
 
8 
 
 
 
An: 
 
 
 
Ad: 
 
 
Az: 
 
 
 
 
 
An: 
 
 
Ad: 
 
 
An: 
 
 
Ad: 
 
 
An: 
 
ﻋﺰﯾﺰ وﻋﺎدل... أﻧﺘﻢ ﺗﻔﻜﺮون ﺛﻢ ﺗﻜﺘﺒﻮن أﻓﻜﺎر ﻓﻲ اﻟﻮرﻗﺔ... ﺛﻢ.. ﺑﻌﺪﯾﻦ ﻧﺒﺪأﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺮﺣﻠﺔ اﻟﻜﺘﺎﺑﺔ.. 
ﻣﻮاﻓﻘﯿﻦ؟  
Azyz, Adil… you think first then write your ideas in the paper…. Then… 
then.. after that we start writing stage… agree? 
 
طﯿﺐ  
ok. 
 
اﯾﻮه  
Yeah 
 
(after a while, Az and Ad are talking in French about off-topic matter – the 
university enrolment process) 
 
ﻋﺎدل... ﻋﺰﯾﺰ..  
Adil…Azyz.. 
 
ﻧﻌﻢ؟!!  
Yes!?! 
 
ھﻞ اﻧﺘﮭﯿﺘﻢ؟  
Did you finish?!! 
 
ﺑﺎﻗﻲ ﻣﺎ  ﺧﻠﺼﻨﺎ.... ﻣﻤﻜﻦ ﻧﺤﺘﺎج زﯾﺎدة وﻗﺖ  
Not yet… maybe we need more time 
 
ﺳﻒ.. ﻣﺎ اﻗﺪر... أﻧﺘﻢ ﻓﻘﻂ ﺗﺘﻜﻠﻤﻮن ﻛﻼم ﻣﻮ ﻣﻔﮭﻮم وﻻ ﺗﻔﻜﺮون..... ﻟﻜﻦ أﻧﺎ أﻛﺘﺐ أﻓﻜﺎر ﻛﻠﮭﺎ .. طﯿﺐ.. 
ﺑﻌﺪﯾﻦ واﺣﺪ ﯾﻜﺘﺐ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻮرﻗﺔ..  
Sorry I can’t… you just kept talking in a different language and you don’t 
think… but I will write down the ideas and then one of you write the essay. 
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A similar pattern was displayed in Excerpt 14. Nasheed (N) and Yameen (Y) were 
reading the text while editing it (lines 266, 268, 270, 272). They seemed to appropriate 
the task and proceeded to complete it on their own. In particular, Nasheed’s and 
Yameen’s turns were long monologues where they edited the text on their own. Their 
dominance perhaps contributed to the passive stance taken by Maumoon (M) and 
Adeeb (A). Maumoon’s and Adeeb’s turns tended to be short and mostly consisting of 
one word turns (lines 267, 269, 271). 
Excerpt 14  (Control Group (8) - Narrative task) 
They were on the editing stage 
266 N: "وﺑﻌﺪ أن وﺻﻠﻨﺎ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻔﻨﺪق ... اﺳﺘﻘﺒﻠﻨﺎ رﺋﯿﺲ اﻟﻔﻨﺪق ..." ﻻ ﻻ ﻧﻘﻮل ﻣﺪﯾﺮ ... ﻣﺪﯾﺮ اﻟﻔﻨﺪق " اﺳﺘﻘﺒﻠﻨﺎ ﻣﺪﯾﺮ 
اﻟﻔﻨﺪق وأﺧﺬﻧﺎ إﻟﻰ طﺎوﻟﺔ ﻛﺒﯿﺮة ﻓﯿﮭﺎ اﻷﻛﻞ واﻟﺸﺮب " ﻣﻢ ﻓﯿﮭﺎ ... ﻓﻲ اوك "ﻓﯿﮭﺎ اﻷﻛﻞ واﻟﺸﺮب ... " ))ﯾﻘﺮأ 
اﻟﻨﺺ(( ﻧﻌﻢ ... "ﺛﻢ ذھﺒﻨﺎ ﺟﻤﯿﻌﻨﺎ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻨﻮم ﺣﺘﻰ ﻧﺒﺪأ ﯾﻮﻣﻨﺎ ...." ﻻ ﻻ رﺣﻠﺘﻨﺎ )٥( رﺣﻠﺘﻨﺎ "ﺣﺘﻰ ﻧﺒﺪأ رﺣﻠﺘﻨﺎ ﻓﻲ 
اﻟﺼﺒﺎح " ﻣﻢ ﻧﻌﻢ ... ﺗﻜﻤﻞ؟ 
[‘’and after we arrived the hotel… the hotel boss…’’ no no we say manager… the 
hotel manager “the hotel manager received us and took us to a big table that has 
food and drink…” ((reading text)) yes…’’ then we all went to sleep so we start our 
next day…” no no our tour (5) our tour “ so we start our trip in the morning’’ mm 
yes … you continue?] 
267 M: أﻧﺎ؟ 
[me?] 
268 N: ﻧﻌﻢ ... طﯿﺐ... أﺑﺪأ ﻣﻦ وﻓﻲ اﻟﯿﻮم اﻟﺘﺎﻟﻲ... "وﻓﻲ اﻟﯿﻮم اﻟﺘﺎﻟﻲ اﺳﺘﯿﻔﻈﻨﺎ ﻟﺼﻼة اﻟﻔﺠﺮ" ﻧﻘﻮل ﻣﻌﻠﻢ ... "اﺳﺘﯿﻘﻈﻨﺎ 
اﺳﺘﯿﻘﻈﻨﺎ ﻟﺼﻼة اﻟﻔﺠﺮ وﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﺼﻼة ﺟﻠﺴﻨﺎ ﺣﺘﻰ ﺷﺮوق اﻟﺶ- " ﻧﻘﻮل ﺷﺮوق أو ... أو طﻠﻮع؟ ... ﺷﺮوق 
ﺷﺮوق اﻟﺸﻤﺲ " ﺟﻠﺴﻨﺎ ﺣﺘﻰ طﻠﻮع اﻟﺸﻤﺲ وﺑﻌﺪ ذﻟﻚ ذھﺒﻨﺎ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻄﻌﻢ اﻟﻔﻨﺪق" ))ﯾﻘﺮأ اﻟﻨﺺ(( )٧( ذھﺒﻨﺎ إﻟﻰ 
ﻧﺤﺬف ﻓﻲ ... " ذھﺒﻨﺎ إﻟﻰ ﻣﻄﻌﻢ اﻟﻔﻨﺪق وأﻛﻠﻨﺎ وﺗﻨﺎوﻟﻨﺎ طﻌﺎم اﻟﻔﻂ اﻹﻓﻄﺎر" 
[yes … ok … I start from in the next day…” in the next day we woke up for 
morning prayer” we say teacher…” we woke up we woke up for morning prayer 
and after the prayer we remained sitting until sunri-“ we say sunrise or… or rise? 
… sunrise sunrise “ we remained sitting until sunrise and after that we went in the 
hotel restaurant” ((reading the text)) (7) we went to we omit in…”we went to the 
hotel restaurant and we ate we had brea- beakfast”] 
269 A: اﻟﻔﻄﻮر 
[the breakfast] 
270 Y: أﻧﺎ أﻛﻤﻞ ... ﻓﻘﺮة واﺣﺪة "وذھﺒﻨﺎ إﻟﻰ ﻣﻌﺮض ﺗﺎرﯾﺦ ﻣﺪﯾﻨﺔ اﻟﻤﻨﻮرة" ))ﯾﻘﺮأ اﻟﻨﺺ(( ﺗﺎرﯾﺦ اﻟﻤﺪﯾﻨﺔ اﻟﻤﺪﯾﻨﺔ 
اﻟﻤﻨﻮرة "وذھﺒﻨﺎ إﻟﻰ ﻣﻌﺮض ﺗﺎرﯾﺦ اﻟﻤﺪﯾﻨﺔ اﻟﻤﻨﻮرة ... ورأﯾﻨﺎ " ﻧﻐﯿﺮ ھﺬه إﻟﻰ وﺷﺎھﺪﻧﺎ أﻓﻀﻞ .. 
[I continue… one paragraph “and we went to Madinah Munawwarah history 
madinah Almadinah Almunawwarah “and we went Alexhibition” ((reading text)) 
to Almadinah Almunawwarah history exhibition… and we saw…” we better 
change this to watched…] 
271 M: اﯾﻮا 
[yeah] 
272 Y: "وﺷﺎھﺪﻧﺎ ﺻﻮر اﻟﻤﺪﯾﻨﺔ اﻟﻤﻨﻮرة ﻗﺪﯾﻤﺎ وﻛﻨﺎ ﻣﻨﺒﮭﺮﯾﻦ " ﻣﻨﺒﮭﺮﯾﻦ؟ ... ﻧﻌﻢ ﻣﻨﺒﮭﺮﯾﻦ "وﻛﻨﺎ ﻣﻨﺒﮭﺮﯾﻦ ﻣﻤﺎ ﺷﺎھﺪﻧﺎ 
ﺛﻢ اﻧﻄﻠﻘﻨﺎ ﺑﻌﺪ ذﻟﻚ ﺑﺎﻟﺒﺎص إﻟﻰ ﺟﺒﻞ اﺳﻢ ﺟﺒﻞ ﺳﻠﻊ وھﻮ ﻛﺒﯿﺮ ﺟﺪا ﻣﻦ أﻛﺒﺮ ﺟﺒﺎل اﻟﻤﺪﯾﻨﺔ اﻟﻤﻨﻮرة" ﻧﺘﻜﻠﻢ ﻋﻨﮫ 
أﻛﺜﺮ... أو ؟  ﻻ ﯾﻜﻔﻲ ھﺬا 
[“and we watched Almadinah old photos and we were amazed” amazed?... “yes 
amazed “and we were amazed of what we watched and then we moved by bus to a 
mountain named Sela mountain and it is very big of the biggest mountains in 
Almadinah Almunawwarah” we talk more about it … or? no this is enough] 
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From the excerpts above, it can be seen that while Groups 6 and 2 (experimental 
groups) displayed collaborative and expert/novice patterns of interaction, group 6 and 
5 (control groups) showed cooperative and dominant/passive patterns. The 
experimental groups tended to have a moderate to high level of mutuality. As a result, 
language learning can occur among group members. For example, in Excerpt 2, the 
students learned from each other about the grammatical aspect (e.g. the use of the 
definite article). The ‘expert’ student provided feedback and explained the use of the 
definite article to the ‘novice’ student in their essay. On the other hand, the control 
groups were low on mutuality. Their interaction was limited to their contribution to the 
completion of the tasks without benefiting from the discussion, and thereby having less 
opportunities for language learning. In other words, the experimental groups learned 
better than the control groups as shown in the excerpts above.  
Features of Small Group Interactions 
 
To describe the differences between the four patterns of small group interaction 
identified from the analysis in the first part of the chapter, a closer analysis of the 
important features of each pattern will be provided for four case study small groups. 
The four small groups selected for closer examination are presented in Table 10.  
Table 10. Selected groups as a case study 
 
Patterns of 
interaction 
Selected small groups Participants’ name 
Collaborative 
 
Expert/Novice 
 
Cooperative 
 
Dominant/Passive 
 
Group 6 (experimental) 
 
Group 2 (experimental) 
 
Group 6 (control) 
 
Group 5 (control) 
Harith (H), Balam (B), Sayifullah (S), and Nadir (N) 
 
Anas (An), Shakir (Sha), Shoaib (Sho), and Asafar 
(As) 
Zayan (Z), Maiz (M), Arish (Ar), and Aish (Ai) 
 
Aneel (An), Azyz (Az), Adil (Ad), and Ifham (I) 
 
The researcher selected the four-case study small groups sequentially and purposefully 
from the analysis in the first part of the chapter. The selection was based on the 
	 114	
principle of maximum variation (Miles & Huberman, 1994). Moreover, the selected 
groups represented a case of each pattern of how the groups worked and demonstrated 
a distinctly consistent pattern of interaction. Therefore, it allowed the researcher to 
provide sufficient qualitative details of each case under examination. 
The features were analysed based on the taxonomy of codes for on-task episodes 
adapted from Storch’s (2001b) study (see Chapter 3, Table 6). Below, each of these 
characteristics is presented.   
Requests and Questions 
Requests and questions were expressed in various forms in the data. There were three 
types of requests (i.e. requests for information, requests for confirmation, and requests 
for confirmation checks from others) and two types of questions (i.e. polar questions 
and rhetorical questions) identified in the data. A total of 609 requests and questions 
were identified in the four selected small group on-task talk. Table 11 displays the 
frequency of requests and questions each group on each task and in total.  
 	
Table 11. Frequency of requests and questions per group 
Small Group Narrative  Descriptive  Argumentative Total  
Experimental Group 6 
(Collaborative)  
 
Experimental Group 2 
(Expert/Novice) 
 
Control Group 6 
(Cooperative) 
 
Control Group 5 
(Dominant/Passive) 
 
78 
 
 
76 
 
 
8 
 
 
60 
68 
 
 
43 
 
 
13 
 
 
37 
101 
 
 
78 
 
 
24 
 
 
23 
247 
 
 
197 
 
 
45 
 
 
120 
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From Table 11, it was clear that the collaborative group (Experimental Group 6) had 
the highest number of requests and questions in their talk (247), followed by the 
expert/novice group (Experimental Group 2) – 197 occurrences, and the 
dominant/passive group (Control Group 5) – 120 occurrences. On the other hand, the 
lowest number of requests and questions was identified in the cooperative group 
(Group 6) – 45 occurrences. Although dyads and small groups are different regarding 
the number of group members and the time needed to work on each task, this result is 
similar to the findings documented by Storch (2001b). She found that collaborative 
dyads used more frequent questions than dominant/dominant dyads (where there was 
lack of interaction within the dyads).  
Table 12 shows the distribution of the type of requests and questions found in the 
data of the four selected groups. It is presented as a percentage (rounded off to the 
nearest number) of the total number of requests and questions for each group.  
						
Table 12. The percentage of types of requests and questions in each group 
Groups Requests 
 
Questions 
Info Conf Conf 
(others) 
Polar Rhetorical 
Experimental Group 6 
(Collaborative)  
 
Experimental Group 2 
(Expert/Novice) 
 
Control Group 6 
(Cooperative) 
 
Control Group 5 
(Dominant/Passive) 
55% 
 
 
43% 
 
 
30% 
 
 
40% 
19% 
 
 
29% 
 
 
45% 
 
 
17% 
10% 
 
 
20% 
 
 
7% 
 
 
24% 
 
13% 
 
 
2% 
 
 
1% 
 
 
4% 
3% 
 
 
6% 
 
 
17% 
 
 
15% 
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Table 12 displays that requests for information were the most frequent for all the four 
groups, ranging between 30% to 55% of all requests and questions. This comparatively 
high frequency of such request types was probably because of the nature of the three 
tasks. Particularly in completing argumentative tasks, the students were prompted to 
request opinions and explanations from other group members. Requests for 
information took a higher percentage in the collaborative small group talks (55%). 
Then, they formed 43% and 40% of requests in the expert/novice and dominant/passive 
group talks respectively. In contrast, there was only 30% of requests in the cooperative 
small group talks.  
Requests for confirmation ranged between 17% and 45% of all requests and questions. 
The highest number of such requests was found in the small group’s talks displaying a 
cooperative pattern (45%). Such requests were frequently used by the cooperative 
group members to decide the division of tasks within the group, and to edit the tasks. 
They were also relatively common in the case of the expert/novice group (29%) where 
two group members (Anas and Shakir) took a leading role to assist others (Shoaib and 
Asafar) to complete the tasks, and therefore producing a larger number of requests and 
questions.  
Requests for confirmation checks from other group members were between 7% and 
24%. The researcher could not find a clear relationship between patterns of small group 
interaction and such requests. It was found that such requests were relatively frequent 
in the dominant/passive small group talks (24%) and in the expert/novice small group 
talks (20%). 
Polar and rhetorical questions were relatively infrequent in the data. For polar 
questions, 13% of such questions were found in the data of the collaborative small 
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group talks. These types of questions ranged between 1% and 4% of all requests and 
questions in the case of other small groups. Regarding rhetorical questions, the highest 
percentage of such questions was found in the cooperative small group talks (17%). In 
the case of all other small groups, such questions ranged between 3% and 15%. 
However, the researcher found no distinct relationship between these two kinds of 
questions and patterns of small group interactions.  
Below different types of requests and discussions identified in the data are presented 
and discussed.  
Requests 
1. Requests seeking information  
This type of request referred to elaborate responses (e.g. opinions, definitions, 
explanations, and suggestions). They could be in the form of statements of uncertainty 
or direct Wh-questions. For instance, Excerpt 15 below exemplified both requests for 
an explanation and for an opinion (line 227). Excerpt 16 showed a request for 
information (line 181) and Excerpt 17 a request for the meaning of the word line 161. 
Excerpt 15 Request for an opinion and explanation 
(Experimental Group (2) - Narrative task (Drafting stage)) 
 
227 An: ﻧﻜﺘﺐ ﻋﻦ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﻒ؟ ... أم اﻟﺤﺪﯾﻘﺔ؟ ... ﻣﺎ رأﯾﻚ ﯾﺎ ﺷﺎﻛﺮ؟ 
[we write about the museum?... or the park?... what do you think Shakir?] 
228 Sha: ﻣﻢ ... ﻣﺘﺤﻒ أوﻻ ﻷﻧﻨﺎ زرﻧﺎه ﻗﺒﻞ ... 
[mm… museum first because we visited it before…] 
229 An: طﯿﺐ ... ﻣﺘﺤﻒ أوﻻ 
[ok … museum first] 
 
Excerpt 16 Request for information 
(Experimental Group (2) - Narrative task (Brainstorming stage)) 
 
181 Sho: ﺟﺒﻞ ﺳﻠﻊ ... ﯾﻘﻊ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻜﺔ؟ 
[Sela mountain… located in Makkah?] 
182 An: ﻻ... ھﻮ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺪﯾﻨﺔ ﻣﻢ أﻋﺘﻘﺪ أﻧﻨﺎ ﺳﻨﺰوره 
[no… it is in Almadinah mm I think we will visit it] 
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Excerpt 17 Request for a definition 
(Experimental Group  (6) - Descriptive task (Drafting stage)) 
 
161 H: ﻣﺎ ﻣﻌﻨﻰ ﻛﻠﻤﺔ ﻓﺼﯿﺢ؟ 
[what does fluent mean?] 
162 N: ﻣﻢ ﻓﺼﯿﺢ ﯾﻌﻨﻲ ... ﯾﺘﻜﻠﻢ ﺟﯿﺪا 
[mm fluent means… he speaks well] 
 
2. Requests seeking for confirmation of one’s own recommendation 
Requests seeking for confirmation were employed to obtain a response to one’s own 
opinion. Their forms could be a statement with a question tag, a statement or a phatic 
expression with a rising intonation. A simple confirmation (e.g. ‘yeah’), a 
disconfirmation (e.g. ‘no’) usually followed by a counter recommendation or just by a 
counter recommendation, and repetitions were used to respond to these requests. 
Sometimes, there were elaborations following confirmations and disconfirmations. For 
instance, in Excerpt 18, the request is replied by a confirmation through repetition, 
while in Excerpt 19, is replied by a counter recommendation.  
Excerpt 18 Request for a confirmation replied by a confirmation 
(Control Group (5) - Descriptive task (Drafting)) 
 
73 M: ﻓﻲ ﺟﺒﻞ اﻟﻨﻮر؟ 
[in Alnoor mountain?] 
74 G: اﯾﻮه ﺻﺢ... ﻓﻲ ﺟﺒﻞ اﻟﻨﻮر 
[yeah right… Alnoor mountain] 
 
Excerpt 19 Request for a confirmation replied by a counter recommendation 
(Control Group (6) - Argumentative task (Drafting stage)) 
 
122 Z: ﺧﻤﺴﺔ وﻋﺸﺮﯾﻦ طﺎﻟﺒﺎ ... ﺻﺤﯿﺢ ﺧﻤﺴﺔ وﻋﺸﺮﯾﻦ؟ 
[twenty five student … right twenty five?] 
123 M: ﻋﺸﺮون طﺎﻟﺒﺎ ﻓﻘﻂ... ﻋﺸﺮون 
[twenty students only… twenty] 
 
3. Requests seeking for confirmation of the other group member’s recommendation 
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Few studies on student interactions have documented differences between clarification 
requests to obtain clarification of the previous speaker’s aim and confirmation checks 
to obtain confirmation of the previous speaker’s aim (e.g. Long, 1983; Storch, 2001b). 
In the present study, similar to Storch (2001b), the researcher labelled questions (e.g. 
‘what do you mean?’, ‘excuse me’), phatic expressions stated with rising intonation 
(e.g. ‘eh?’, ‘umm?’), requests with repetition of part of all of the previous speaker’s 
statement using rising intonation (see Excerpt 20 below), as confirmation checks. 
Confirmation checks were usually responded by either self-repair, repetition, a yes/no 
answer, or explanation.  
There were two confirmation checks in Excerpt 20 below (lines 282-283). Line 282 
was a repetition confirming the choice of word, and line 283 adds another word to 
complete the noun phrase. In Excerpt 21, the answer to the request was an explanation 
with a complete sentence (line 179).  
Excerpt 20 Confirmation check  
(Experimental Group (2) - Narrative task (Editing)) 
 
281 As: ذھﺒﻨﺎ إﻟﻰ ﺻﺎﻟﺔ ﻣﻄﺎر 
[we went to the airport terminal] 
282 Sha: اﻟﻤﻄﺎر؟ 
[the airport] 
283 Sho: اﻟﻤﻄﺎر؟ ﺻﺎﻟﺔ اﻟﻤﻄﺎر؟ 
[the airport? The airport terminal?] 
284 Sha: آھﺎ )ﻣﻮاﻓﻘﺔ( 
[aha ((agreement))] 
 
Excerpt 21 Request for clarification coded as confirmation check  
(Experimental Group (6) - Descriptive task (Drafting stage)) 
 
176 S: واﻟﻌﺮﺑﯿﺔ ﻟﻐﺔ ... واﻟﻠﻐﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﯿﺔ ھﻲ ... ﻟﻐﺔ اﻟﻘﺮآن  وھﻲ ... ﻣﻢ ﻟﻐﺔ أھﻞ اﻟﺠﻨﺔ ... وﯾﺘﺤﺪث ﺑﮭﺎ ﺛﻼث وﻋﺸﺮون 
دوﻟﺔ ... 
[Arabic is the language.. the Arabic language is … the language of Qur’an and it is 
… mm the language of paradise … and 23 countries spoke it …] 
178 N: اﻗﺮأ ﻣﻦ أول؟ 
[read from the beginning] 
179 S: واﻟﻠﻐﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﯿﺔ ھﻲ ﻟﻐﺔ اﻟﻘﺮآن وھﻲ ﻟﻐﺔ أھﻞ اﻟﺠﻨﺔ ... ﻟﻐﺔ أھﻞ اﻟﺠﻨﺔ ... وﯾﺘﺤﺪث ﺑﮭﺎ ﺳﻜﺎن ﺛﻼث وﻋﺸﺮون 
دوﻟﺔ 
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[the Arabic language is the language of Qur’an and is the language of paradise … 
the language of paradise … and the population of 23 countries spoke it] 
 
Questions 
1. Polar Questions  
Polar questions took the form of ‘or-choice’ (Storch, 2001b) where the speaker gave 
options to the listener as shown in Excerpt 22.  
Excerpt 22 Polar question 
(Experimental Group (2) - Narrative task (Brainstorming)) 
 
22 An: "وﺑﻌﺪ أن رأﯾﻨﺎ ..." رأﯾﻨﺎ أو ﺷﺎھﺪﻧﺎ؟  
[“and after we saw …” we saw or we watched?] 
23 Sho: ﻣﻢ ﺷﺎھﺪﻧﺎ 
[mm we watched it] 
 
2. Rhetorical Questions 
The researcher also found some rhetorical questions or self-directed questions which 
did not need an answer from the listener such as in Excerpt 23. 
Excerpt 23 Rhetorical question  
Experimental Group (6) - Argumentative task (Drafting stage)) 
 
168 N: ﺻﺢ؟  اﻷوﻟﻰ،  اﻟﻔﻘرة  ﻓﻲ  ﯾﻛون  أن  ﺑد  ﻻ اﻟﻌﻧوان 	
 [The topic sentence should be in the first paragraph, right?] 
169 H: اﻹﺟﺎب  ﺗﻌرف  أﻧت 	
]you know the answer[ 	
  
Explanations 
The next important characteristic found in the data of small group dialogues was the 
use of explanations. There were two types of explanations: solicited (i.e. as an answer 
of requests) and unsolicited (i.e. as a further explanation on a recommendation offered) 
(Storch, 2001b). Explanations generally came with phrases 'I mean’…, ‘I think’…, and 
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‘because…’. Explanations could be related to the content of the text, word or 
grammatical choices depending on the group member’s knowledge.  
A total of 189 occurrences of explanations were found in the small group talk data. 
Table 13 shows instances of explanations across all four groups. In general, 55.5% of 
the explanations were solicited (S) whereas the rest (44.5%) was unsolicited (US). 
While solicited explanations were frequently used to answer requests or questions, 
unsolicited explanations were commonly used to support a counter recommendation. 
The focus of each explanation varied across the three tasks including grammatical 
explanations, contents, meaning of words, and vocabulary use.  
Table 13. Occurrences of explanations 
Small Group Narrative  
 
Descriptive  Argumentative Total  
S US S US S US S US 
Experimental Group 6 
(Collaborative)  
 
Experimental Group 2 
(Expert/Novice) 
 
Control Group 6 
(Cooperative) 
 
Control Group 5 
(Dominant/Passive) 
 
12 
 
 
13 
 
 
3 
 
 
5 
6 
 
 
5 
 
 
3 
 
 
6 
17 
 
 
7 
 
 
3 
 
 
7 
8 
 
 
8 
 
 
5 
 
 
7 
16 
 
 
10 
 
 
4 
 
 
8 
16 
 
 
7 
 
 
5 
 
 
8 
45 
 
 
30 
 
 
10 
 
 
20 
 
105 
 
55.5% 
30 
 
 
20 
 
 
13 
 
 
21 
 
84 
 
44.5% 
 
By providing explanations, the students could clarify and structure their understanding 
about a topic being discussed during the group work (Storch, 2001b). In Excerpt 24, 
for instance, an explanation was provided to answer a confirmation request (line 36). 
Asafar revised Anas’s suggestion, changing the verb form from past tense to simple 
present (line 34). Then, Anas added –s ending to the verb form (line 35). Asafar sought 
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confirmation (line 36), and Anas confirmed by giving a fairly short explanation 
regarding the grammar rules (line 37).   
Excerpt 24 Explanation (solicited)  
Experimental Group (2) - Descriptive task (Editing stage)) 
 
33 An: "وأﺳﺘﺎذ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﺎﻣﻌﺔ دّرس اﻟﻄﻼب ... " 
[“the teacher at university taught the students…”] 
34 As: ﯾﺪّرس 
[teach] 
35 An: ﯾﺪّرس  
[teaches] 
36 As: ﺻﺤﯿﺢ؟ 
[right?] 
37 An: )ﯾﺒﺘﺴﻢ( ﻧﻌﻢ ﺻﺤﯿﺢ ... ﻷن اﻟﻤﺪرس ﻻ ﯾﺰال ﯾﺪّرس 
[(smile) yes right … because the teacher still teaching] 
 
In Excerpt 25, there was an unsolicited explanation regarding the use of the definite 
article. Zayan (Z) and Maiz (Z) agreed that the definite article ‘the’ was needed. While 
Zayan mentioned it, Maiz added a short explanation of the use of definite articles (line 
102). 
Excerpt 25 Explanation (unsolicited)  
(Control Group (6) - Descriptive task (Editing stage) 
  
101 Z: " وﻓﻲ ﺑﻌﺾ أﺣﯿﺎن .." ھﻨﺎ ﻧﺤﺘﺎج ﻧﻜﺘﺐ )ال( اﻟﺘﻌﺮﯾﻒ 
[“and sometimes …” here we need to write (the) definite article] 
102 M: اﯾﻮا ﻣﻀﺎف إﻟﯿﮫ ... ﻻ ﺑﺪ أل 
[yeah genitive construct] 
103 Z: آھﺎ ))ﻣﻮاﻓﻘﺔ(( 
[aha ((agreement))] 
 
Repetitions 
The presence of repetition was quite common in small group talks. Table 14 below 
displays the frequency of repetitions found in the data across the four groups. The most 
frequent repetitions were found in the collaborative and expert/novice small group talk 
data. For instance, in the argumentative task, the highest number of repetitions was 
found in the experimental group data –  75 occurrences for Group 6 and 54 occurrences 
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for Group 2. Comparatively, a fewer number of repetitions was found in the control 
group data – 5 occurrences for Group 5 and 12 occurrences for Group 6.  
Table 14. Frequency of repetitions across the three tasks 
Small Group Narrative  Descriptive  Argumentative Total  
Experimental Group 6 
(Collaborative)  
 
Experimental Group 2 
(Expert/Novice) 
 
Control Group 6 
(Cooperative) 
 
Control Group 5 
(Dominant/Passive) 
 
48 
 
 
34 
 
 
11 
 
 
12 
37 
 
 
14 
 
 
9 
 
 
7 
 
 
 
75 
 
 
54 
 
 
12 
 
 
5 
160 
 
 
102 
 
 
32 
 
 
24 
 
 
There were two types of repetitions: self- and other-repetitions. Self-repetitions were 
usually used to add emphasis. Excerpt 26 below had two forms of repetitions. The first 
repetition was a self-repetition since Aneel (An) suggested the noun phrase ‘several 
trees' in the text, and he repeated his suggestion for emphasis (line 230). An other-
repetition was made by Azyz (Az) to show an agreement or a response to a 
confirmation request by repeating the suggested noun phrase (line 231).  
Excerpt 26 Repetition (a self- and other-repetition) 
(Control Group (5) - Narrative task (Drafting stage)) 
 
230 An: ووﺟﺪﻧﺎ ﻋﺪدا ﻣﻦ أﺷﺠﺎر ... ﻋﺪدا ﻣﻦ أﺷﺠﺎر ... 
[and we found several trees … several trees…] 
231 Az: ﻧﻌﻢ ... ﻋﺪدا ﻣﻦ أﺷﺠﺎر ...  
[yes … several trees…] 
 
Other-repetition was found in Excerpt 27. Anas (An) corrected what Shoaib (Sho) 
mentioned regarding his choice of noun (line 300). In line 301, Shoaib repeated the 
suggested word before moving to the next sentence.  
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In the data, repetitions were quite easy to identify (Storch, 2001b). The researcher paid 
attention to the type of repetition (self- and other repetitions), what was repeated, and 
who made the repetition. However, the researcher did not include paraphrases as they 
were not immediate, or simultaneous talks. In addition, a single repetition was an 
utterance repeated several times in the same turn.  
Simultaneous talk and collaborative completions 
While simultaneous talks occurred when the two group members talked at the same 
time, collaborative completions took place when one group member completing an 
utterance begun by the other member. Further, collaborative completions generally 
started with a repetition of part or the whole of the previous speaker’s turn (Storch, 
2001b). Table 15 presents the number of collaborative completions for the four groups 
across the three tasks. In general, more occurrences of collaborative completions were 
found in the collaborative and expert/novice small group talks than in the cooperative 
and dominant/passive small group talks. The variation in the frequency of collaborative 
completions was specifically apparent in the small group talk on the argumentative 
task. There were more collaborative completions in the collaborative (39) and the 
Excerpt 27 Repetition (other-repetition)  
Experimental Group (2) - Narrative task (Editing stage) 
 
299 Sho: "ووﺻﻠﻨﺎ ﻟﻠﻐﺮﻓﺔ ﻣﺘﺄﺧﺮﯾﻦ..." 
[“and we arrived the room late…”] 
300 An: ووﺻﻠﻨﺎ اﻟﻔﻨﺪق... اﻟﻔﻨﺪق 
[and we arrived the hotel…. The hotel] 
301 Sho: اﻟﻔﻨﺪق ... "ووﺻﻠﻨﺎ اﻟﻔﻨﺪق ﻣﺘﺄﺧﺮﯾﻦ" 
[the hotel… ‘’and we arrived to the hotel late’’] 
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expert/novice (32) small group talks than those in the cooperative (9) and the 
dominant/passive (3) small group talks.  
Table 15. Frequency of collaborative completions across the three tasks 
Small Group Narrative  Descriptive  Argumentative Total  
Experimental Group 6 
(Collaborative)  
 
Experimental Group 2 
(Expert/Novice) 
 
Control Group 6 
(Cooperative) 
 
Control Group 5 
(Dominant/Passive) 
 
21 
 
 
20 
 
 
8 
 
 
3 
20 
 
 
15 
 
 
6 
 
 
4 
 
39 
 
 
32 
 
 
7 
 
 
3 
80 
 
 
67 
 
 
21 
 
 
10 
 
 
Simultaneous talks could be coded as interruptions or overlaps. In the present study, 
the researcher coded the simultaneous talk in terms of the focus of the utterance. If the 
group members talked about the same issue, it was coded as ‘same focus’. If talking 
about different issues, it was then coded as ‘different focus’ (Storch, 2001b). Table 16 
sets out the number of simultaneous talk instances found in the four small groups across 
the three tasks. The same patterns appeared when such instances were closely 
examined. It was found that the simultaneous talks, for instance in the argumentative 
text, were relatively more frequent in the collaborative (48) and expert/novice (36) 
small group talks. On the other hand, there were a smaller number of simultaneous 
talks found in the cooperative (9) and dominant/passive (1) small group talks. 
Table 16. Frequency of simultaneous talks across the three tasks 
Small Group Narrative  Descriptive  Argumentative Total  
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Experimental Group 6 
(Collaborative)  
 
Experimental Group 2 
(Expert/Novice) 
 
Control Group 6 
(Cooperative) 
 
Control Group 5 
(Dominant/Passive) 
 
19 
 
 
21 
 
 
4 
 
 
2 
24 
 
 
15 
 
 
6 
 
 
1 
 
48 
 
 
36 
 
 
9 
 
 
1 
91 
 
 
72 
 
 
19 
 
 
4 
 
 
To understand how collaborative completions and simultaneous talks occurred during 
the group work, the researcher presents some instances regarding such talks. 
Excerpt 28 from the small group talk of Harith (H), Balam (B), Sayifullah (S), and 
Nadir (N) included an instance of simultaneous talk. In lines 281 and 282, Sayifullah 
and Harith uttered the same word ‘prefer’, and therefore was coded as ‘same focus’. 
Excerpt 28 Simultaneous talk 
Experimental Group (6) - Argumentative task (Drafting stage) 
 
280 H: وﻋﺪد ﻛﺒﯿﺮ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻄﻼب ﯾﻔﻀﻠﻮن 
[many students prefer] 
281 S:                              ﯾﻔﻀﻠﻮن  
[prefer] 
282 H: )ﯾﺒﺘﺴﻢ( ﯾﻔﻀﻠﻮن ... ﻧﻜﺘﺐ ﯾﻔﻀﻠﻮن زواج ﻣﺒﻜﺮ ...  
[(smile) prefer … we write they prefer early marriage…] 
283 N: ﻧﻌﻢ ... اﻛﺘﺒﮭﺎ 
[yes … write it] 
 
In Excerpt 29, there were an example of collaborative completions (lines 314-315), and 
an instance of simultaneous talk (lines 316-317). The instance of simultaneous talk was 
coded as ‘same focus’. 
 
Excerpt 29 Collaborative completions and simultaneous talk  
Experimental Group (2) - Descriptive task (Editing stage) 
 
314 As: وﺿﺮب أروع ...  
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[hit ((past tense form))] 
315 Sha: ﯾﻀﺮب؟ 
[hits? ((present tense form))] 
316 An: ﻣﻢ ﻧﻌﻢ ﯾﻀﺮب ... ﻓﻌﻞ ﻣﻀﺎرع 
[mm yes hits … present tense ] 
317 As: ﻓﻌﻞ ﻣﻀﺎرع ... ﻧﻌﻢ 
[present tense … yes] 
 
Phatic utterances 
Lockhart and Ng (1995, p. 654) define phatic utterances as “utterances that have no 
content, but serve to maintain the flow of conversation”. For instance, they included 
expressions such as ‘ طﯿﺐ ’ (okay), ‘  اﯾﻮه ’ (yeah), ‘ اھﺎ ’ (aha), ‘ اﻣﻢ ’ (umm), along with 
emotive expressions (e.g. ‘what a nice word’), and cues for clarification or further 
information (e.g. '  ﺣﻘﯿﻘﺔ ’ (seriously?)). In the data of the study, phatic utterances were 
quite frequent.  They had different functions such as back-channelling prompts to 
encourage the speaker to continue (e.g. '  اﻣﻢ ’ (umm), ‘ اﯾﻮه ’ (yeah)), agreement or 
confirmation (e.g. '  طﯿﺐ ’ (ok), ‘ اﯾﻮه ’ (yeah), ‘ اھﺎ ’ (aha)), and acknowledgement (e.g. 
اﯾﻮه' (yeah). Some of these functions were also used via non-verbal cues (e.g. smiles, 
nodding, facial expressions). Nevertheless, in the present study, the researcher only 
focused on verbal cues of these functions since the main data source was from the audio 
recordings.  
Table 17 shows the number of phatic utterances for the four small groups across the 
three tasks. It can be seen  that the collaborative and expert/novice small groups used 
more phatic utterances than the cooperative and dominant/passive small groups did 
across the three tasks. For instance, in the narrative task, the collaborative small group 
used a higher number of phatic utterances (124) in their talk compared to the 
dominant/passive group who had a smaller number of such utterances (33). 
Table 17. Frequency of phatic utterances across the three tasks 
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Small Group Narrative  Descriptive  Argumentative Total  
Experimental Group 6 
(Collaborative)  
 
Experimental Group 2 
(Expert/Novice) 
 
Control Group 6 
(Cooperative) 
 
Control Group 5 
(Dominant/Passive) 
 
124 
 
 
64 
 
 
39 
 
 
33 
78 
 
 
70 
 
 
26 
 
 
19 
 
32 
 
 
32 
 
 
29 
 
 
26 
234 
 
 
166 
 
 
94 
 
 
78 
 
 
Phatic utterances also served different functions across small groups. For instance, in 
Excerpt 30, the expression ‘mm’ in line 275 was made in response to Arish’s 
suggestion (line 274). It seemed to signal Zayan’s uncertainty. As a result, Arish 
changed his suggestion by including further explanation to convince Zayan (line 276).  
Excerpt 30 Phatic expression  
(Control Group (6) - Descriptive task (Editing stage) 
 
273 Z: "وﯾﺤﺐ اﻟﺨﯿﺮ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻨﺎس ..." ﻓﻲ 
[“he loves good in people…” in] 
274 Ar: ﺣﺮف ﻓﻲ ... ﻧﻐﯿﺮھﺎ ﻟﻼم ... ﻟﻠﻨﺎس... 
[the letter in … we change it into to] 
275 Z: ﻣﻢ ...  
[mm …] 
276 Ar: ﻟﻠﻨﺎس ... ﻷﻧﻚ ﺗﻘﺪم ﺷﻲ ﻟﻠﻨﺎس .... ﻻ ﺑﺪ ﻧﻀﻊ ﻻم ... 
[for the people … because you provide something to people] 
 
In Excerpt 31, Asafar’s expression in line 68 indicated requests for clarification of 
Shakir’s suggestion. To clarify his suggestion, Shakir offered a short explanation (line 
69). 
Excerpt 31 Phatic expression  
(Experimental Group (2) - Narrative task (Drafting stage) 
 
66 As: ﺛﻢ ﻗﻔﺰﻧﺎ ... ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﺎص 
[then we jump … in the bus] 
67 Sha: ﺗﻘﻮل رﻛﺒﻨﺎ ...  
]rode[you say  
68 As: اه؟ 
[aha?] 
69 Sha: ﻧﻌﻢ رﻛﺒﻨﺎ ﻷن اﻟﻘﻔﺰ ﯾﻜﻮن ﻣﻦ اﻷﻋﻠﻰ إﻟﻰ أﺳﻔﻞ 
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[yes we rode because jumping is from up to down] 
 
Pronouns 
The researcher analysed the use of pronouns when group members addressed each 
other. The researcher only focused on a single pronoun in one turn even it was repeated 
by the speakers due to performance type slips. In addition to  frequency count of 
various types of pronouns to be considered during the analysis process, the researcher 
also analysed their distribution, how they were used, and what followed them (Storch, 
2001b). There were three distinctive types of pronouns: ‘I’ (first person singular), ‘You’ 
(second person singular), and ‘We’ (first person plural) the students used to address 
each other. The percentage of each type of pronoun of the total number of pronouns 
used by the small groups on each task is presented in Table 18.  
 
Table 18. Pronoun types as percentage of total pronoun for each group 
Small Group Narrative (%) Descriptive 
(%) 
Argumentative (%) 
I  You We I You We I You We 
Experimental Group 6 
(Collaborative)  
 
Experimental Group 2 
(Expert/Novice) 
 
Control Group 6 
(Cooperative) 
 
Control Group 5 
(Dominant/Passive) 
 
41  
 
 
45 
 
 
35 
 
 
39 
 
 
8 
 
 
35 
 
 
45 
 
 
32 
 
51 
 
 
20 
 
 
20 
 
 
29 
 
 
35 
 
 
45 
 
 
33 
 
 
46 
10 
 
 
36 
 
 
50 
 
 
35 
 
55 
 
 
19 
 
 
17 
 
 
20 
25 
 
 
47 
 
 
36 
 
 
   39 
8 
 
 
39 
 
 
47 
 
 
35 
67 
 
 
14 
 
 
17 
 
 
26 
 
 
Table 18 shows that the collaborative small groups frequently used first person plural 
pronouns more than first or second person singular pronouns during the discussion. It 
can be seen from the percentage of the pronoun ‘we’ used in their talk across the three 
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tasks (ranging from 51% to 67%). In the case of the cooperative small group, the 
students tended to use the second person singular pronoun (approximately 45%-50%). 
In both the expert/novice and dominant/passive small groups, first person singular 
pronoun was predominantly used (around 39%-47%).   
The three types of pronouns also had different functions when used by the students 
during their group work. For instance, a non-collaborative orientation was shown by 
the use of first person singular pronouns as a distancing device (e.g. ‘I think’, ‘I see’) 
(see Excerpt 32 – 34), and as an attempt to control the task (see Excerpt 35) 
Excerpt 32 (Control Group (6) - Argumentative task (Brainstorming stage)) 
 
16 M: أﻋﺘﻘﺪ ﻧﻜﺘﺐ ﻓﻜﺮة ﺛﺎﻧﯿﺔ أوﻻ  
[I think we write the second idea first] 
 
 
Excerpt 33 (Control Group (5) - Descriptive task (Editing)) 
 
188 G: أﻧﺎ ﻣﺎ أرى ھﺬا ﺻﺤﯿﺢ ... أﻧﺎ أرى ﻧﻜﺘﺐ 
[I don’t see this right … I see we write] 
 
Excerpt 34 (Experimental Group (6) - Argumentative task (Brainstorming stage)) 
 
 
29 H: رأﯾﻲ ﯾﺨﺘﻠﻒ ﻋﻦ رأي رﺿﺎء ﷲ ... أﻧﺎ أﻋﺘﻘﺪ 
[my opinion is different from Redaullah’s opinion … I think] 
 
Excerpt 35 (Experimental Group (2) -  Narrative task (Drafting stage) 
 
144 Sha: ﻻ ﺗﻜﺘﺐ ھﺬا ... أﻧﺎ ﺳﺄﻛﺘﺐ ... ﺳﺄﻛﺘﺐ ﻓﻜﺮﺗﻲ ﻋﻦ ... زﯾﺎرة اﻟﺤﺪﯾﻘﺔ  
[don’t write this … I will write … I will write my idea about … the park’s visit] 
 
Nevertheless, some instances showed the use of first person singular pronouns as an 
agreement with the other group member’s opinion. When used in requests or followed 
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by first person plural (i.e. ‘we’), these instances indicated collaborative orientation to 
the group work (see Excerpt 36 and 37). 
Excerpt 36 (Control Group (6) -  Descriptive task (Editing stage)) 
 
196 M: ﻧﻌﻢ أﻧﺎ أﺗﻔﻖ ﻣﻌﻚ... ﻧﻀﻊ )ال( 
[yes I agree with you … we put (the)] 
 
Excerpt 37 (Experimental Group (2) - Descriptive task (Editing stage)) 
 
297 An: أﻧﺎ أﻗﻮل ﻣﺜﻞ اوﺟﺎﻧﺞ ... ﻣﻤﻜﻦ ﻧﻀﻊ ﻛﻠﻤﺔ ﻣﺨﻠﺺ ھﻨﺎ ...  
[I say like Ujang … we might put the word loyal here …] 
 
 
Likewise, second person pronouns could indicate a non-collaborative orientation when 
used to direct other group members (see Excerpt 38 and 39), but a collaborative 
orientation when used to encourage other group members to participate (see Excerpt 
40 and 41). 
Excerpt 38 (Control Group (5) - Descriptive task (Editing stage)) 
 
211 G: ﻛﺎن ﯾﺠﺐ أﻻ ﺗﻜﺘﺐ ﺑﺪون ﺗﺴﺄﻟﻨﻲ ... ﻣﻢ اﻛﺘﺐ ﻓﻲ أﻓﻀﻞ 
[you should not have written without asking me … mm write in better] 
 
Excerpt 39 (Experimental Group (6) - Descriptive task (Brainstorming stage)) 
 
25 B: ﻟﻜﻦ ﻣﺎ ذﻛﺮت ﻣﺎ ذﻛﺮت أﺳﺒﺎب أﻛﺜﺮ ... ﻓﻘﻂ اﺛﻨﺎن 
[but you did not include did not include more reasons … just two] 
 
Excerpt 40  (Control Group (6) - Descriptive task (Drafting stage)) 
 
76 Ai: ﻣﺎ رأﯾﻚ زﯾﺎن؟ ﻧﻜﺘﺒﮭﺎ؟ 
[what is your opinion Zayan? We write it?] 
 
Excerpt 41 (Experimental Group (2) - Descriptive task (Drafting stage) 
 
132 Sha: ﺗﺮﯾﺪ ﻧﻜﺘﺒﮭﺎ؟ ... ﺗﺮﯾﺪ ﻧﻜﺘﺒﮭﺎ؟ 
[do you want to write it? … do you want to write it?] 
 
Summary and conclusion  
 
From Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory, previous studies on CW have increasingly 
described CW as a socially mediated process, and therefore working in pairs or small 
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groups is seen essential in the L2 writing classroom. In the present study, the researcher 
investigated how CW was implemented in the ASL writing classrooms. Using an 
embedded quasi-experimental mixed-method research design, the data collection and 
analysis were conducted quantitatively and qualitatively. When the experimental and 
control groups were assigned to work in small groups, they displayed relatively 
different patterns of interaction. In the present study, the researcher used Storch’s 
(2002) dyad interaction model drawing on Damon and Phelps’ (1989) criteria of (1) 
equality, identified as the degree of participants’ contribution to the joint tasks; and (2) 
mutuality, measured as the degree of engagement with a peer’s contribution.  
Having analysed the data, the researcher identified four main patterns of interactions 
among the experimental and control groups across the three given tasks. In particular, 
the experimental groups mostly demonstrated collaborative (i.e. when group members 
worked together, negotiated, engaged with all parts of the tasks) and expert/novice (i.e. 
when one or two group members acted as ‘expert’ and invited the other members to 
engage with the tasks and assisted them during the process) patterns of interaction. In 
contrast, the control groups predominantly showed cooperative (i.e. group members 
divided the tasks and there was no engagement with each other’s contribution) and 
dominant/passive (i.e. while one or two group members dominated the group work, the 
rest took a more passive stance) patterns of interaction.  
These findings are similar to those reported in Storch’s (2002, 2009) longitudinal 
classroom study, except with a cooperative pattern found in the present study. 
Examining pair interaction patterns of ESL tertiary students by setting up equality and 
mutuality along two axes, Storch (2002) classified four patterns of interactions: 1) 
collaborative (high level of equality and mutuality); 2) dominant/dominant (high level 
	 133	
of equality, but low level of mutuality); 3) dominant/passive (low level of equality and 
mutuality); and 4) expert/novice (high level of mutuality but unequal contribution).  
Based on the important characteristics of these patterns, similar to Storch’s (2002) 
research, the researcher found that the experimental groups displayed collaborative and 
expert/novice patterns of interaction had opportunities for L2 learning. These patterns 
facilitated them to engage with each other’s ideas as they worked together. In a similar 
vein, Watanabe and Swain (2007) and Storch and Aldosari (2013) conducting 
collaborative writing research also found that a collaborative pattern may result in 
better language learning opportunities. In particular, pairs of students who exhibited a 
collaborative pattern of interaction produced more Language Related Episodes than 
those who displayed other pattern types (i.e. dominant/dominant and dominant/passive 
patterns of interaction). In addition, in Watanabe and Swain’s (2007) study, students 
who exhibited a collaborative pattern of interaction had the highest post-test scores. 
These results justified Storch’s (2002) study that students who worked in a 
collaborative pattern as well as an expert/novice pattern of interaction obtain greater 
benefits from collaborative writing activities. 
Unlike the experimental groups, the control groups tended to adopt cooperative and 
dominant/passive patterns of interaction. For instance, in a cooperative pattern of 
interaction that shared similar traits with a dominant/dominant pattern of interaction in 
Storch’s (2002) study, the students seemed to have limited engagement with other 
group members. As a result, there was lack of co-construction of knowledge. In the 
case of dominant/passive small groups, there was also very limited negotiation 
happening. The dominant group members imposed most decision regarding language 
choices to the passive members who offered little input. 
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In addition, to better understand how each small group worked in both the experimental 
and control classes, important characteristics (i.e. the frequency of requests and 
questions, explanations given, collaborative completion and simultaneous talk, the use 
of repetitions, the use of phatic utterances and pronouns) in the interaction of four 
selected small groups were closely examined. In collaborative and expert/novice small 
groups, for instance, the researcher found that the group members used a larger number 
of requests and questions, compared to those in cooperative and dominant/passive 
small groups. These requests and questions had various functions during small group 
interaction, such as to draw the group members’ attention to particular language 
features and to allow them to provide and receive feedback about language. Regarding 
the explanations offered during the interaction, collaborative and expert/novice small 
groups also tended to explain some information about language use than cooperative 
and dominant/passive small groups did.  
The findings suggest that different treatments may influence patterns of interaction in 
the class. Thus, different patterns of interaction probably result in different learning 
outcomes. Ultimately, an awareness of the nature of small group interaction can 
facilitate language learning in ASL classrooms. The next chapter, I present the 
examination results of the differences between the experimental groups and the control 
groups  
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Chapter 5. Language Related Episodes (LREs) 
This chapter focuses on addressing the second research question: “What are the 
differences between collaborative writing groups and traditional small groups in terms 
of the frequency of Language Related Episodes (LREs) produced and how LREs are 
resolved during small group interaction?”. In particular, the frequency of LREs and 
how each group in different patterns of small group interaction resolved LREs 
identified in both the experimental and control groups during classroom observations 
and in students’ verbal interaction are presented. 
This chapter  begins with the overall frequency of LREs found in the experimental and 
control groups. Instances of each type of LREs identified in the data are presented. 
Next, the  chapter reports on how four small groups (i.e. two experimental and two 
control groups) resolved LREs in more detailed examination of the data. Excerpts from 
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the data transcripts and the researcher’s field notes are also analysed to describe the 
students’ language use within each group.   
Frequency of LREs in the Experimental and Control Groups 
Similar to Storch (2001b), the researcher coded and categorised LREs based on the 
focus of students’ attention when they talked about the language they produced during 
the completion of their joint tasks (especially in the editing stage). There were three 
types of LREs: Form-focused (e.g. grammatical choices), Lexis-focused (e.g. 
vocabulary choices), and mechanics-focused (e.g. punctuation and spelling) (Swain & 
Lapkin, 2001). The following are typical instances of each type of LREs found in the 
data.  
 
Form-focused LREs 
The researcher categorised any segment in utterances of small group talk as form-
focused LREs with reference to problems of grammatical accuracy in both 
morphological and syntax levels (e.g. verb tense, word order, article, prepositions and 
transitions). Examples of such form-focused LREs are given below. 
Excerpt 42 (Experimental Group (2) - Narrative task (talking about articles)) 
 
142 Sha: "وﻟﻤﺎ ﺻﻌﺪﻧﺎ إﻟﻰ ﺣﺎﻓﻠﺔ.." 
[“and we rode bus…” ((without the definite article))] 
143 An: ال... اﻛﺘﺐ أل ﻗﺒﻞ ﺣﺎﻓﻠﺔ... اﻟﺤﺎﻓﻠﺔ 
[(al)… write (al) before bus… the bus] 
144 Sha: "وﻟﻤﺎ ﺻﻌﺪﻧﺎ إﻟﻰ اﻟﺤﺎﻓﻠﺔ.." 
[“and when we rode the bus…”] 
 
Excerpt 43 (Control Group (5) - Descriptive task (talking about verb tense)) 
 
144 M: "وﻗﺪ أرى ﻓﻲ ﻣﺴﺠﺪ اﻟﺤﺮام ﻣﻨﺎظﺮ.." 
[“I see in the holy mosque views…”] 
145 G: ﻗﻒ... رأﯾﺖ.. رأﯾﺖ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺴﺠﺪ اﻟﺤﺮام... ﻟﯿﺲ أرى 
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[stop… saw… saw in the holy mosque… not see] 
146 M: ﻟﻤﺎذا؟ ... ﻛﻠﻤﺔ ﺧﻄﺄ 
[why?... wrong word?] 
147 G: ﻧﻌﻢ... أﻧﺖ ﺗﻘﻮل ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺎﺿﻲ... ﺗﻘﻮل رأﯾﺖ... ﻋﺪﻟﮭﺎ 
[yes… you talk in the past… you say saw… edit it] 
148 M: آھﺎ... رأﯾﺖ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻢ " رأﯾﺖ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺴﺠﺪ اﻟﺤﺮام" 
[aha… I saw in the m-o “I saw in the holy mosque”] 
 
Excerpt 44 (Experimental Group (6) - Descriptive task (talking about the preposition 
choices)) 
276 S: "واﺳﺘﻔﺪت ﻣﻊ اﻟﻠﻐﺔ ﻋﺮﺑﯿﺔ أش..." 
[“I benefited from Arabic language t-h-..] 
277 B: ﻣﻊ ... أو ﻣﻦ؟ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻠﻐﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﯿﺔ؟ 
[with … or from? From Arabic language?] 
278 S: ﻣﻦ ... اﯾﻮه .. ﺻﺢ... ﻣﻦ 
[from… yeah… right.. from] 
 
Lexis-focused LREs 
Deliberation about word choices and meaning of words or phrases was labelled as 
lexis-focused LREs. Examples of such lexis-focused LREs are given below. 
Excerpt 45 (Control Group (1) - Argumentative task (talking about word choices ‘prefer’)) 
 
99 Y: ﯾﻌﺾ اﻟﻄﻼب ﯾﻔﺾ.. ﯾﻔﻀﻠﻮن...  
[some students p-r-e … prefer…] 
100 O: اﯾﻮه... 
[yeah] 
101 G: ﯾﻔﻀﻠﻮن... ﺻﺢ أﻛﻤﻞ 
[prefer… right continue] 
102 Y: طﯿﺐ 
[ok] 
 
Excerpt 46 (Experimental Group (2) - Narrative task (talking about word meaning)) 
 
103 
 
Sho: ﻣﺎ ﻣﻌﻨﻰ ﻣﻨﺎظﺮ؟ 
[what does landmarks mean?] 
104 
 
An: ﯾﻌﻨﻲ )٥( أﺷﯿﺎء ﺟﻤﯿﻠﺔ ... ﺗﺮآھﺎ ... ﻓﮭﻤﺖ؟ 
[it means (5) beautiful things … you see them … understand?] 
105 
 
Sho: اﯾﻮا 
[yeah] 
 
Excerpt 47 (Control Group (5) -  Narrative task (talking about alternative ways of 
expressing ideas)) 
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22 
 
 
G: وﻟﻤﺎ ﻓﺮغ... ﻓﺮﻏﻨﺎ ﻻ ﻻ ... اﻧﺘﮭﯿﻨﺎ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻌﺸﺎء ﻣﻢ ... ﻗﺎﺑﻠﻨﺎ ﺻﺪﯾﻖ ... زﻣﯿﻠﻨﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﺎﻣﻌﺔ ﻣﺤﻤﺪ 
[when we f-i-n- … finished no no … finished ((replaced word)) our dinner mm 
… we meet a friend … our classmate at university Mohammed] 
23 
 
O: زﻣﯿﻠﻨﺎ ﻧﻌﻢ زﻣﯿﻠﻨﺎ 
[our classmate yes our classmate] 
24 
 
M: اﯾﻮه 
[yeah] 
 
Mechanics-focused LREs 
Spelling, punctuation, or pronunciation were identified as mechanics-focused LREs. 
Examples of such mechanics-focused LREs are given below.  
Excerpt 48 (Experimental Group (4) - Descriptive task (talking about punctuation)) 
 
203 
 
U: ھﻨﺎ ﺿﻊ ﻋﻼﻣﺔ اﺳﺘﻔﮭﺎم 
[here put question mark] 
204 
 
Aq: ﻓﯿﻦ؟ 
[where] 
205 
 
U: ﺑﻌﺪ ﻛﻠﻤﺔ... 
[after the word …] 
 
Excerpt 49 (Experimental Group (6) - Descriptive task (talking about spelling)) 
 
245 
 
M: ﻣﻜﺒﺮة ﺑﻜﯿﻊ 
[Bake’e ((pronounced the letter wrongly)) Cemetery] 
 
246 
 
Z: ﻻ ﻻ ... ﻻ ﺑﺪ ﺗﻘﻮل ﺑﻘﯿﻊ ق ق ﻣﺎ ﺑﻜﯿﻊ ... ﯾﻌﻨﻲ ﺗﻘﻮل ﺑﺎﻟﻘﺎف... واﺿﺢ؟ 
e’e g g not Bake’e … meaning you say with G g[no no … you have to say Ba
… clear? ] 
247 
 
M: ﺑﻚ.. ﻗﻲ... ﺑﻘﯿﻊ ... ﻣﺜﻞ ھﺬا؟ 
e’e … like this?]ge … Bag[Bak ..  
248 
 
Ar: ﻧﻌﻢ... اﻟﺒﻘﯿﻊ ... اﻟﺒﻘﯿﻊ 
[yes … bage’e … bage’e] 
249 
 
M: اﻟﺒﻘﯿﻊ ...  
[the bage’e…] 
 
The researcher constructed frequency distributions of LREs in order to get a 
comprehensive picture of the data. Quantitative data analysis  using SPSS 23 – a 
statistical package for the social science – was conducted in order to see if there were 
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differences between students in the experimental and control groups. As shown in 
Table 19, LREs were rather frequent in both groups. The experimental groups produced 
a total of 986 and the control ones 789 LREs. The researcher used the Mann-Whitney 
U test in order to compare differences between two independent groups (i.e. the 
experimental and control groups) based on frequency, focus, and outcomes of LREs. 
The results of the Independent-samples Mann-Whitney U Test showed that this 
difference was statistically significant (U = 64, p = .039) with alpha  set at the standard 
p < .05 for all statistical tests. Even though the experimental groups spent slightly more 
time on task, the analysis of LREs per minutes indicated that LREs were more frequent 
in the experimental group interaction than in control group interaction (U = 58.9, p = 
.029). Thus, most of the experimental groups produced a larger number of LREs than 
the control ones.  
Table 19. Frequency of LREs in Experimental and Control Group Interaction 
 
Table 20. Focus of LREs in Experimental and Control Group Interaction 
 
 
 
 Experimental (n=32) Control (n=32) 
Total Mean  SD Total Mean SD 
LREs 986 69.08 23.01 789 49.66 20.35 
Minutes 402 26.28 3.98 351 24.47 4.50 
LREs 
per 
minutes 
 1.48 .80  1.34 .58 
 Experimental (n=32) Control (n=32) 
Total Mean  SD % Total Mean SD % 
Form-Focused 
LREs 471 26.18 11.46 47.78 381 22.78 8.23 48.28 
Lexis-Focused 
LREs 412 25.80 14.16 41.78 355 22.57 9.45 44.99 
Mechanics-
Focused LREs 103 6.76 3.84 10.44 53 3.34 2.13 6.73 
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In terms of the focus of LREs, both groups focused on grammar and lexis. 47.78% of 
the LREs produced by the experimental groups focused on grammar and 41.78 on lexis. 
Likewise, 48.28% of the LREs in the control groups were form-focused and 44.99% 
were lexis-focused. The experimental groups produced a higher number and 
percentage of mechanics-focused LREs than the control groups, and this difference 
was statistically significant (U = 55, p = .014). Only 103 mechanics-focused LREs 
occurred in the experimental groups and 53 in the control groups (See Table 20). 
Lastly, Table 21 displays the  results of the outcome. Obvious differences can be seen 
between the experimental and control groups with regards to the resolution of the 
LREs. The experimental and control groups had a slightly different number of 
incorrectly resolved LREs; 241 and 178 respectively. One explanation could be that 
the students in the experimental groups spent much time to negotiate the LREs. As they 
discussed, there were too many ideas from the group members to consider. They were 
sometimes uncertain about the language features they were discussing. Thus, they had 
a relatively higher number of incorrectly resolved LREs than the control groups did. 
On the other hand, in the control groups, some students took the initiative to resolve 
the LREs independently.    
While the experimental groups were able to correctly resolve 69.87% of the LREs they 
produced (a total of 689 LREs), and just had 5.68% of unresolved LREs (a total of 56 
LREs), the control groups could only produce 35.23% of correctly resolved LREs (a 
total of 278 LREs) and had 42.21% of unresolved LREs (a total of 333 LREs). The 
Independent-sample Mann-Whitney U Test confirmed that the differences in the 
percentage of correctly resolved LREs (U = 63, p = .039) and unresolved LREs (U = 
59, p = .042) were statistically significant (See Table 21).  
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Table 21. Outcome of LREs in Experimental and Control Group Interaction  
 
 Experimental (n=32) Control (n=32) 
Total Mean  SD % Total Mean SD % 
Correctly 
Resolved LREs 689 47.58 19.96 69.87 278 20.98 9.38 35.23 
Unresolved LREs 56 4.80 3.16 5.68 333 22.18 11.54 42.21 
Incorrectly 
resolved LREs 241 17.76 7.45 24.45 178 9.24 4.33 22.56 
To conclude, the implementation of collaborative writing approach may have positive 
influence on the frequency and outcome of LREs, but not on the  focus of LREs. Overall, 
in spite of individual differences among group members, the experimental groups paid 
more attention to language and were more successful at resolving language related 
problems than the control ones. Unlike the control groups, the experimental group 
members actively participated in language deliberation. They also had more linguistic 
resources to exchange during the discussion than the control groups. However, the 
control groups had little engagement with each other. They focused on their own parts 
which were divided at the beginning of the task. Thus, the experimental groups 
successfully resolved language related problems as they worked collaboratively and 
scaffolded each other.  
Resolution of LREs: Four Case Study Small Groups 
In order to have a better understanding why the experimental groups were more 
successful at resolving linguistic-related problems than the control ones, four small 
groups (i.e. two experimental and two control groups) were  further examined to 
understand how they resolved the LREs. During the analysis of how each small group 
resolved on-task LREs, the researcher looked at not only sequences of utterances, but 
also how each group member accepted resolutions.  
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In general, the examination showed that the collaborative and expert/novice small 
groups were able to reach correct resolutions for a higher percentage of their problems 
since they actively engaged in the discussion, and had more linguistic resources than 
the control groups. Through the interactions, they were able to pool and share their 
knowledge to solve problems encountered. Evidence of collective scaffolding (i.e. 
learners in small groups pooling their language resources to co-construct grammatical 
knowledge or sentences which are beyond their individual level of competence) 
(Donato, 1994) frequently occurred in the data of the experimental groups. The 
following two instances illustrate the process.  
Excerpt 50 (Experimental Group (6) – Mechanic-focused LREs) 
  
313 
 
B: " ﻛﺬﻟﻚ ھﻮ ﻣﻤﻜﻦ اﻹﺳﺘﻔﺎدة ﻣﻦ ﻣﺴﺎﻋﺪات اﻟﺘﻲ ﯾﻘﺪﻣﮭﺎ اﻟﺠﻤﻌﯿﺎت ﺧﯿﺮﯾﺔ ﻟﻤﺴﺎﻋﺪة طﻼب ﻓﻲ اﻟﺰواج " 
 [also, he might be able to benefit from assistance voluntary organisation   
provide to students wanting to get married] 
 
314 
 
H:  طﯿﺐ... ﻟﻤﺎذا أﻧﺖ ﻛﺘﺒﺖ ﻛﻠﻤﺔ )اﻻﺳﺘﻔﺎدة( ﺑﮭﻤﺰة ﻗﻄﻊ؟  
 [well… why did you write the word “benefit” with a detached hamzah?] 
 
315 
 
B: أﺗﻮﻗﻊ ھﻲ ﺻﺤﯿﺤﺔ...  
 [I think it is correct…] 
 
316 
 
H: ﻻ ... ھﻲ ﻟﯿﺴﺖ ﺻﺤﯿﺤﺔ... أﺧﺒﺮه ﯾﺎ ﻧﺎدر ﻋﻦ ﺳﺒﺐ ﻛﻤﺎ درﺳﻨﺎ ﻓﻲ ﻗﻮاﻋﺪ ﻛﺘﺎﺑﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﯿﺔ...  
 [no… it is not correct. Tell him the reason Nadir as we studied in the Arabic 
spelling rules] 
 
317 
 
N: اﯾﻮه... ﻛﻼم ﺣﺎرث ﺻﺤﯿﺢ...ﻷن اﻟﻔﻌﻞ ھﻨﺎ ﺧﻤﺴﺔ ﺣﺮوف، ﻓﻼ ﺑﺪ ﻧﻀﻊ ھﻤﺰة وﺻﻞ ...  
[yeah (slang)… Harith is right… because the verb here consists of 5 letters… so 
we have to put a linking hamzah] 
 
318 S: ﺻﺤﯿﺢ... وأﻧﺎ أﯾﻀﺎ درﺳﺖ ذﻟﻚ...  
[true… I also studied that…] 
 
319 B: ﺧﻼص... ﻧﻀﻊ ھﻤﺰة وﺻﻞ
  
[ok (slang)… we put a linking hamzah] 
 
 
In Excerpt 50, Harith pointed out that the word “ اﻻﺳﺘﻔﺎدة ” (benefit) should not be used 
with “ ھﻤﺰة اﻟﻘﻄﻊ ” (a detached hamzah) (line 314). He thought that the spelling for the 
word was not correct, but Balam had a different opinion (line 315). Harith tried to 
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convince Balam by asking Nadir to explain what they have studied in the Arabic 
spelling rules (line 316). Then, Nadir explained why they needed to put “ ھﻤﺰة اﻟﻮﺻﻞ ” 
(a linking hamzah) instead (line 317). Further, Sayifullah added that he also had studied 
about the spelling rules. Finally, every one accepted the explanation from Nadir and 
Sayifullah, and Balam revised the spelling error. 
Excerpt 51 shows that four students were discussing the correct use of adjective, noun, 
and the gender of Arabic nouns. Firstly, Asafar wanted to confirm the use of the phrase 
“ ﺿﺨﻢ اﻟﻤﺒﻨﻰ ” (the huge building) since he realised he had always issues when dealing 
with the rules of making a phrase in Arabic (line 255). Then, Anas proposed his idea 
about it. He thought the use of “ ﺿﺨﻢ اﻟﻤﺒﻨﻰ ” (the huge building) was not correct in the 
sentence (line 256). He explained that in Arabic grammar, noun has to come before an 
adjective. Anas reminded every one about the topic of the grammar rule – the adjective 
and noun rule. Asafar also offered the correct stem “ ﻣﺒﻨﻰ ﺿﺨﻢ ” (building huge) (line 
261). Further Asafar noticed another rule in using “ ال ” to determine the gender of noun 
since adjectives should be matched with the noun in terms of either masculine or 
feminine, and singular and plural (line 263). In the end, they were able to resolve the 
grammar problems they encountered in the writing process.  
Excerpt 51 (Experimental Group (6) – Form-focused LREs) 
  
255 
 
As: " وھﻮ ﻋﺒﺎرة... ااه.. ﻋﻦ ﺿﺨﻢ اﻟﻤﺒﻨﻰ ... " 
[and it is ... ah... a huge building]  
 
256 
 
An:  أﻋﺘﻘﺪ أن ھﻨﺎ ﺧﻄﺄ ﻧﺤﻮي... ﻷﻧﮫ ﻻ ﺑﺪ اﻻﺳﻢ ﯾﺄﺗﻲ ﻗﺒﻞ ﺻﻔﺔ... وﻟﯿﺲ اﻟﻌﻜﺲ ﻣﺜﻞ اﻻﻧﺠﻠﯿﺰي ...  
[I think here is a syntactic error… because noun has to come before an 
adjective in Arabic… not the opposite like English]  
 
257 
 
Sha: ﺗﻘﺼﺪ.. ھﻨﺎ .. ﻗﺎﻋﺪة ﺻﻔﺔ واﻟﻤﻮﺻﻮف.. ﺻﺤﯿﺢ؟   
[you mean the adjective and noun rule right?]  
 
258 
 
An: ﻻ ... ھﻲ ﻟﯿﺴﺖ ﺻﺤﯿﺤﺔ... أﺧﺒﺮه ﯾﺎ ﻧﺎدر ﻋﻦ ﺳﺒﺐ ﻛﻤﺎ درﺳﻨﺎ ﻓﻲ ﻗﻮاﻋﺪ ﻛﺘﺎﺑﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﯿﺔ... ﻧﻌﻢ... وھﻲ 
اﻟﺘﻲ درﺳﻨﺎھﺎ ﻗﺒﻞ اﺳﺒﻮﻋﯿﻦ   
 [yes, we studied this topic two weeks ago…]  
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259 
 
Sho: اﯾﻮه... ﻛﻼم ﺣﺎرث ﺻﺤﯿﺢ... طﯿﺐ.. ﻣﺎذا ﯾﻤﻜﻦ ﻧﻜﺘﺐ؟ ﻋﻨﺪي ﻣﺸﻜﻠﺔ داﺋﻢ ﻓﻲ ھﺬه ﻗﺎﻋﺪة..  
 [ok, what can we write? I have always a problem with this rule]  
 
260 An: ص ھﺬا طﺒﯿﻌﻲ... ﻷﻧﻨﺎ ﻧﺘﻌﻠﻢ ﻟﻐﺔ ﺟﺪﯾﺪة    
[this is normal, because we are learning a new language]  
 
261 As: ﺧﻼ طﯿﺐ.. ﺻﺢ.. ااه.. إذا ﻧﻜﺘﺐ "ﻣﺒﻨﻰ ﺿﺨﻢ" ﺑﺪل ﻣﻦ ذﻟﻚ   
[ok… right,,, so we write “building huge” instead]  
 
262 Sha: ﻧﻌﻢ  
[yes]  
 
263 As: ھﻞ ﻻ ﺑﺪ ﻧﺤﺬف )ال( ﻣﻦ )اﻟﻤﺒﻨﻰ(  
[Do we need to remove ( ال ) from ( اﻟﻤﺒﻨﻰ )?]  
 
264 An: ﻧﻌﻢ أﻋﺘﻘﺪ... ﻷﻧﻲ أﻧﺎ ﻗﺮأت ﻣﺜﻞ ذﻟﻚ ﻓﻲ ﻛﺘﺎب ﻗﻮاﻋﺪ   
[I think yes, I read that in the grammar book. Right?]  
 
265 Sha: أﺣﺴﻨﺖ ﯾﺎ أﻧﺲ... ﻧﻌﻢ ﻻ ﺑﺪ ﯾﻜﻮن ﺻﻔﺔ ﻣﺜﻞ اﻟﻤﻮﺻﻮف ﻓﻲ اﻟﺘﺬﻛﯿﺮ وﺗﺄﻧﯿﺚ وﺗﻌﺮﯾﻒ وﺗﻨﻜﯿﺮ 
وﻣﻔﺮد واﻟﺠﻤﻊ   
[well done Anas. The adjective needs to be matched with the noun in 
terms of feminine and masculine, and also the singular and plural]  
 
266 Sho: ﺷﻜﺮا ﻟﻜﻢ ﯾﺎ أﺻﺪﻗﺎﺋﻲ اﻵن ھﺬه ﻗﺎﻋﺪة ﺻﺎرت واﺿﺤﺔ ﻟﻲ   
[thank you my friends, now, this rule is very clear to me] 
 
Most of the learners in Excerpt 50 and 51 are novices but they can collectively resolve 
the problems. Even though some learners lacked the linguistic resources required to 
make accurate use of language, other learners provided help to correct the use of 
language. Further, these examples reveal that collaborative writing approach offers 
opportunities for peer collaboration and co-construction of linguistic knowledge. 
Unlike the experimental groups, the control groups (i.e. the cooperative and 
dominant/passive small groups) tended to be more passive in their discussion. In 
Excerpt 52, for instance, Zayan and Maiz questioned the meaning of the word “ ﻣﺤﺎﺟﮭﻨﺎ ” 
(our beds) (lines 281-282). Even though Arish tried to explain the meaning of the word, 
others (Zayan, Maiz and Aish) did not seem to understand the meaning (lines 284-286). 
They did not try to figure out the meaning of the word. They were not really interested 
in discussing further and just skipped the part (line 287). They tended to adopt a more 
passive role.  
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Excerpt 52 (Control Group (6) – Lexical-focused LREs) 
  
280 
 
Ar: "  وﺻﻠﻨﺎ إﻟﻰ ﻓﻨﺪق ﻣﺘﺄﺧﺮﯾﻦ... ﺗﻌﺸﯿﻨﺎ... وﺑﻌﺪھﺎ ذھﺒﻨﺎ إﻟﻰ ﻣﺤﺎﺟﮭﻨﺎ ..."  
[we arrived hotel late… had dinner, then we went to “ ﻣﺤﺎﺟﮭﻨﺎ ” (our beds)]  
 
281 
 
Z:  ﻣﺤﺎﺟﮭﻨﺎ ؟!!! ﻣﺎ ھﺬه اﻟﻜﻠﻤﺔ؟ ﻣﻤﻜﻦ ﻟﯿﺲ ﻋﺮﺑﯿﺔ...   
[“ ﻣﺤﺎﺟﮭﻨﺎ ” ?!!!, what is this word ?!! maybe not Arabic] 
 
282 
 
M: ت ﻣﺎذا ﺗﻘﺼﺪ ﯾﺎ ﻋﺮﯾﺶ ﺑﻜﻠﻤﺔ "ﻣﺤﺎﺟﮭﻨﺎ"؟  
[Arish, what do you mean by “ ﻣﺤﺎﺟﮭﻨﺎ ”?] 
 
283 
 
Ar: اﻋﺘﻘﺪ واﺿﺢ... ھﻮ ﻣﻜﺎن ﻧﺬھﺐ ﻓﯿﮫ ﻟﻠﻨﻮم...  
[I think it is clear… the place we go to for sleeping] 
 
284 
 
M: ﻟﻢ أﻗﺼﺪ ﻣﻌﻨﻰ ﻣﻘﺼﻮد... ھﻞ أﺣﺪ ﻓﮭﻢ ﻣﺎ ﻗﺼﺪه؟   
[I didn’t get it… did anyone get it?] 
 
285 Ai: ص ھﺬا طﺒﯿﻌﻲ ﻻ  
[No] 
 
286 Z: ﺧﻼ أﻧﺎ أﯾﻀﺎ ﻣﺎ ﻓﮭﻤﺖ  
[me too, I didn’t understand] 
 
287 M: ﻣﺎ ﯾﮭﻢ... دﻋﻮﻧﺎ ﻧﻜﻤﻞ  
[doesn’t matter… let’s continue] 
 
 
Likewise, in Excerpt 53, Group 5 showed how they left the discussion of a mechanical-
focused LRE unresolved. Othman asked Ghalib if they needed to put a punctuation 
mark (i.e. a semicolon) into a sentence (line 189). Mahmoud agreed with Othman’s 
idea, but Ghalib did not (line 193). Since Othman could not convince Ghalib by giving 
an explanation about it, Ghalib just left it. Ghalib also did not explain further why it 
was not appropriate to put a semicolon in the sentence. It seemd that the discussion 
about the use of a semicolon here was unresolved. 
 
Excerpt 53 (Control Group (5) – Mechanical-focused LREs) 
  
188 
 
G: "وﺑﻌﺪ ذﻟﻚ ﻗﺎل ﻟﻨﺎ اﻷﺳﺘﺎذ ... ﻟﻤﺎذا" ...  
[“and after that the teacher said to us… why”…] 
 
189 
 
O:  ﻧﻜﺘﺐ ﺷﻲ ھﻨﺎ؟  
[we write something here?] 
 
190 
 
G: ﻣﺎذا ﺗﻘﺼﺪ؟  
[what do you mean?] 
 
191 
 
O: ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﻘﻮل ﯾﻌﻨﻲ... اه ﻣﺜﻞ ﻧﻘﻄﺘﺎن ﻓﻮق ﺑﻌﻀﮭﻤﺎ  
   [after saying I mean… ah like semicolon]    
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192 
 
G:  اھﺎ... ﯾﻌﻨﻲ ھﻮ ﻗﺎل ﺷﯿﺌﺎ ﻧﻜﺘﺐ ﻧﻘﻄﺘﺎن؟  
[aha… you mean he says something we put semicolon?] 
 
193 M: ﺻﺢ  اﯾﻮه  
[yeah right] 
 
194 G: ﻣﺎ أﻋﺘﻘﺪ ﺻﺢ... ﻧﺘﺮﻛﮭﺎ ﻣﺜﻞ ﻣﺎ ھﻲ  
[I don't think it is right… we leave it as it is] 
 
195 O: اﻣﻢ... طﯿﺐ  
[mmm… ok] 
 
 
A closer analysis of how the LREs were resolved was conducted on the four case study 
small groups. Based on Storch (2001b), there were two patterns of how the groups 
resolved LREs: 1) interactive (i.e. where more than one group members involved in 
the process of resolution) and non-interactive (i.e. where only one group member 
solved the episode) episodes; and 2) the level of involvement (e.g. low, medium, or 
high) when the small groups interacted with each other during the resolution process.  
To check for the reliability of the LREs, inter-rater reliability was considered. The 
researcher and a colleague coded a randomly chosen sample of 30 LREs from a range 
of transcripts. Applying Miles and Huberman’s approach to inter-rater reliability 
(1994, p. 64), where the total number of agreements are divided by the total number of 
ratings, the inter-rater reliability was 94% (an acceptable level of coding reliability). 
1. Interactive and Non-interactive Episodes 
Non-interactive episodes occurred when only one group member solved a problem in 
the group discussion. Excerpt 54 showed a non-interactive episode. Group 5 worked 
on a descriptive task. Ghalib proposed some idea units in Line 39, then he himself 
changed the idea units by adding another new idea unit (line 40). In this case, other 
group members (i.e. Othman, Mahmood, and Abdullah) did not provide any 
contribution to the task. Therefore, the episode was labelled non-interactive.   
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Excerpt 54 (Control Group (5) - Descriptive task)  
 
 
 
38 
39 
40 
 
 
G: ... وﻛﺎﻧﺖ ... ﻧﻘﻮل ﻓﻲ اﻟﻈﮭﺮ؟ ﻣﻢ ... اﻟﻔﻜﺮة اﻷوﻟﻰ ... ﻧﻜﺘﺐ ﻋﻦ ... ﻋﻦ اﻟﺠﻮ ﻟﻤﺎ وﺻﻠﻨﺎ ... ﺑﻌﺪﯾﻦ ﻧﺘﻜﻠﻢ ﻋﻦ ... 
ﻣﻢ ﻋﻦ اﻟﻨﺎس ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻤﻠﻜﺔ ... ﻻ ﻻ أول ﺷﻲء ﻧﻜﺘﺐ ﻋﻦ اﻟﺠﻮ ﺑﻌﺪﯾﻦ ... ﻛﯿﻒ ﻛﻨﺎ ﺗﺸﻌﺮ ... ﻣﻢ 
[and was… we say at noon? mm … the first idea… we write about... about the 
weather when we arrived… then we talk about the people in the kingdom… no no 
first thing we write about the weather then … how we felt… mm] 
 
Interactive episodes, on the other hand, involved more than one group members 
participating in the resolution process. In other words, one or two group members 
responded to recommendations given by the other group members. Thus, the researcher 
coded any episode that contained an elicited response from other group members as 
interactive (Storch, 2001b). Each interactive episode was then coded for the 
involvement level shown by each group member.  
2. Level of Involvement (Interactive Episodes) 
Similar to Storch (2001b), the researcher found three different types of interactive 
episodes: a) interactive-low; b) interactive-medium; and c) interactive-high.  
a. Interactive-low 
In this episode, the interaction was minimal or requests and questions for for assistance 
were skipped. Most instances were related to a phatic utterance or to responses which 
showed the lack of ability to assist other group members (e.g. ‘I have no idea). For 
example, Excerpt 55 showed an interactive-low episode in which  Group 2 worked on 
the argumentative task, and discussed the choice of language. Shakir talked about the 
word choices between ‘help him’ or ‘take care of him’ (line 74). However, Anas 
responded by saying that all options were correct and asked Shakir to be quick (line 
75).  
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Excerpt 55 (Experimental Group (2) - A Lexis-focused LRE coded as interactive-low) 
74 Sha: ))ﯾﻜﺘﺐ(( وﻓﻲ ﻣﺮﺣﻠﺔ ﻋﻤﺮﯾﺔ ... وﻓﻲ ﺳﻦ ﻣﺘﺄﺧﺮة ... ﻻ ﻻ ﻧﻜﺘﺐ ﻣﻢ إذا ﻛﺒﺮ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺴﻦ ﯾﻜﻮن ﻋﻨﺪ... ﻟﺪﯾﮫ أوﻻد 
... رﺟﺎل ﯾﺴﺎﻋﺪوﻧﮫ؟ ... او... ﯾﮭﺘﻤﻮن ... ﯾﮭﺘﻤﻮن ﺑﮫ؟ 
[((writing)) and in on stage… and in a late stage of life… no no we write mm when 
he gets older he will have … have kids … men to help him?... or… take care …take 
care of him?] 
 
 
75 An: ﻛﻠﮭﺎ ﺻﺢ ... ﺑﺴﺮﻋﺔ ... 
[they are all correct… quickly…] 
 
 
Excerpt 56 also displayed an interactive-low episode. It was between Ghalib and 
Othman when Ghalib proposed an idea to be written into the text, but Othman just 
repeated the last bit of Ghalib’s suggestion. 
Excerpt 56 (Control Group (5) - the generation of an idea)  
22 G: وﻛﺎﻧﺖ اﻷﺟﻮاء ﻣﻢ ﻣﺎطﺮة ﻣﻤﻄﺮة ﻓﻲ اﻟﻠﯿﻞ 
[the weather was rainy ... rainy at night] 
 
23 O: ﻣﻤﻄﺮة؟ ... ﻓﻲ اﻟﻠﯿﻞ 
[rainy?... at night] 
 
 
b. Interactive-medium 
This episode showed some involvement by group members. For instance, 
unidirectional assistance (i.e. where a group member requested information such as the 
use of an article or verb tense, and other group members responded) was labelled an 
interactive-medium episode. In Excerpt 57, when Asafar read a sentence, he did not 
use the definite article. Shakir emphasized the use of the definite article (line 152), and 
repeated by Asafar.  
Excerpt 57 (Experimental Group (2) - unidirectional assistance)  
 
151 As: "وﺷﻜﺮﻧﺎ ﻣﺪﯾﺮ ﻓﻨﺪق ﻋﻠﻲ ..." 
[“and we thanked hotel manager for…”] 
 
152 Sha: ال ... اﻟﻔﻨﺪق 
[the… the hotel] 
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153 As: اﻟﻔﻨﺪق ... ﻣﺪﯾﺮ ... اﻟﻔﻨﺪق  
[the hotel… manager… the hotel] 
 
154 Sha: ﻧﻌﻢ 
[yes] 
 
 
Episodes in which a group member added one or two words to an idea unit were also 
categorised as interactive-medium. Excerpt 58, for instance, illustrated how Ghalib 
completed the phrase ‘the Kabsah’ Mahmoud emphasized (line 100) by adding more 
words to it (line 101).  
Excerpt 58 (Control Group (5) – Generating an idea) 
 
99 G: واﻟﺴﻌﻮدﯾﻮن ﯾﺤﺒﻮن ... ﯾﺄﻛﻠﻮن اﻟﻜﺒﺴﺔ؟ ... وھﻲ ﻣﻢ ﻣﺜﻞ ...  ﺗﺘﻜﻮن ﻣﻦ رز واﻟﻠﺤﻢ ...  
[the Saudis love … eating kabsah? … and it is like … consists of rice and meat… ] 
 
100 M: اﻟﻜﺒﺴﺔ )ﯾﻀﺤﻚ( 
[the Kabsah (laugh)] 
 
101 G: و ... و ... وھﻢ ﻧﺎس ﯾﺤﺒﻮن ﯾﻔﻌﻠﻮن ... ﯾﻒ ﯾﻒ  ﯾﻌﻤﻠﻮن اﻟﺨﯿﺮ ﺧﺼﻮﺻﺎ ﻓﻲ وﻗﺖ اﻟﺤﺞ 
[and…and… and they are people who love doing… d-oi- d-o-i doing good 
especially during hajj ((pilgrimage)) time ] 
 
102 M: ﻧﻌﻢ 
[yes] 
 
 
Episodes in which two group members or more started and resolved simultaneously 
were also categorised as interactive-medium, as illustrated in Excerpt 59.  
Excerpt 59 (Experimental Group (6) – simultaneous correction) 
 
239 H: وﯾﻨﺘﻘﻞ ﻟﻠﺘﺪرﯾﺲ ف ... 
[he moved to teach a-…] 
 
240 B: ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﺎﻣﻌﺔ 
[at the university] 
 
241 H: ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﺎﻣﻌﺔ )ﯾﺒﺘﺴﻢ( 
[at the university (smile)] 
 
 
c. Interactive-high 
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The interactive-high episode describes how two or more group members were involved 
actively in the discussion. For instance, in Excerpt 60, Anas iniated an idea  (line 39). 
Then Shakir revised the idea which was confirmed by Shoaib (line 41).  
Excerpt 60 
 
(Experimental Group (2) – Generating an idea) 
39 An: زواج ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﺪراﺳﺔ اﻟﻄﺎﻟﺐ ﯾﻜﻮن ﻋﻨﺪه وظﯿﻔﺔ 
[marriage after study the student has a job] 
 
40 Sha: ﻣﻢ ... ﻣﺎ ﻧﻘﻮل وظﯿﻔﺔ ... ﻧﻘﻮل ﻋﻨﺪه ﻣﺎل ...  
[mm… we don’t say job… we say he has money…] 
 
41 Sho: ﻣﻤﺘﺎز... ﻧﻜﺘﺐ ﯾﻜﻮن ﻋﻨﺪه ﻣﺎل  
[excellent… we write he has money] 
 
42 An: ﻧﻌﻢ 
[yes] 
 
 
LREs in which each group member engaged with each other’s contributions were also 
labelled interactive-high. For instance, Excerpts 61 and 62 illustrated how group 
members pooled their resources to negotiate resolutions (i.e. co-constructed 
assistance), and Excerpt 63 described how group members responded to each other’s 
suggestion even though there was no co-construction process taking place.  
Excerpt 61 showed an episode focusing on language use. Its resolution process was 
categorised as interactive-high. In particular, the group members provided assistance 
which was bi-directional or co-constructed (Storch, 2001b). When Balam read a 
sentence, Harith questioned the use of the gender of an adjective ‘early’ which was not 
correct (lines 331-332). Balam tried to confirm if it needed to be revised. However, 
Harith was not really sure (line 334). Sayifullah then explained the rule of the use of 
the gender in a noun phrase (line 335) which was repeated by Harith  (line 336). Both 
Harith and Balam seemed to agree and accepted the suggestion.   
Excerpt 61 (Experimental Group (6) - Co-constructed assistance)  
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331 B: اﻟﺰواج اﻟﻤﺒﻜﺮة ﯾﺴﺎﻋﺪ... 
[early marriage helps…] 
 
332 H: ﻣﺒﻜﺮة ؟! ﻣﺒﻜﺮ  
[early ((feminine form))?! Early ((masculine form))] 
 
333 B: ﻣﻢ ﻣﺒﻜﺮة ... ﺗﻘﺼﺪ ﻧﺴﺘﺒﺪﻟﮭﺎ؟ 
[mm early ((in feminine form)) … you mean we replace it?] 
 
334 H: ﻻ ﻻ ...  
[no no…] 
 
335 S: رﺿﺎء ﷲ ﯾﻘﺼﺪ ﺗﻜﻮن ﻣﺒﻜﺮ ... ﻷن ﻻزم ﺗﻜﻮن ﻣﺬﻛﺮ ... ﻣﺜﻞ اﻟﺰواج ...  
[Redaullah means to be early ((masculine form))… because it has to be masculine… 
like marriage… ] 
 
336 H: اﯾﻮه ... ﺻﻔﺔ ﺗﻜﻮن ﻣﺜﻞ اﻟﻤﻮﺻﻮف 
[yeah… adjective is the same with the noun] 
 
337 B: اﯾﻮه )ﻣﻮاﻓﻘﺔ( 
[yeah (agreement)] 
 
 
Excerpt 62 contained another episode which illustrated the co-construction process. 
When Shoaib read the sentence, Shakir questioned the verb form ‘arrive’ (line 104). 
Still, Shoaib was not aware that the verb form used in the sentence was incorrect (line 
105). Shakir then revised the verb form into past tense ‘arrived’ (lines 106, 108) until  
Shoaib realised it. Anas then explained why the past tense was used (line 111). Thus 
the co-construction process not only dealt with the resolution of the episode, but also 
the justification for the correction which was accepted by each group member.  
Excerpt 62 (Experimental Group (2) – Co-construction assistance) 
 
103 Sho: وﺑﻌﺪ أن ﻧﺼﻞ ... إﻟﻰ ﻣﺰرﻋﺔ ﺧﯿﻞ ... اﻟﺨﯿﻮل 
[and after we arrive … to horse farm… horses] 
 
104 Sha: أن ﻧﺼﻞ؟ 
[we arrive?] 
 
105 Sho: ﻧﻌﻢ ... آھﺎ 
[yes… aha] 
 
106 Sha: وﺻﻠﻨﺎ  
[and we arrived] 
 
107 As: آھﺎ؟ 
[aha?] 
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108 Sha: وﺑﻌﺪ أن وﺻﻠﻨﺎ 
[and after we arrived] 
 
109 Sho: آھﺎ ... ﻓﻌﻞ ﻣﺎﺿﻲ؟ 
[aha… past tense?] 
 
110 Sha: ﻧﻌﻢ ... اﻟﻔﻌﻞ اﻟﻤﺎﺿﻲ  
[yes… the past tense] 
 
111 An: اﯾﻮه ... ﻷﻧﻨﺎ ﻧﺤﻦ اﻵن ﻧﻜﺘﺐ ﻋﻦ رﺣﻠﺘﻨﺎ ... ﻗﺒﻞ اﺳﺒﻮﻋﯿﻦ 
[yeah… because we are now writing about our trip… two weeks ago] 
 
112 As: آھﺎ ... )ﻣﻮاﻓﻘﺔ( 
[aha… (agreement)] 
 
 
Excerpt 63  exemplified an episode coded interactive-high but no co-construction 
involved. However, there was negotiation within the group. Balam used the word 
‘benefit’ in the sentence, and Sayifullah asked for  further explanation (lines 70, 72). 
Although Balam provided an explanation and the resolution was reached, Sayifullah 
did not seem satisfied with Balam’s response.   
Excerpt 63 (Experimental Group (6) - negotiation but not mutually acceptable) 
  
69 B: وﯾﺴﺘﻔﯿﺪ ﻣﻨﮭﺎ اﻟﻄﻼب ... 
[the students benefit from it…] 
 
70 S: ﻛﯿﻒ؟ 
[how?] 
 
71 B: ﯾﺴﺘﻔﯿﺪون ...  
[benefit…] 
 
72 S: ﻛﯿﻒ ﯾﻌﻨﻲ؟ 
[how?] 
 
73 B: ﻣﻢ ... ﻣﺜﻞ ﯾﺒﺤﺜﻮن وظﯿﻔﺔ  
[mm… like they search for jobs] 
 
74 S: اﯾﻮا 
[yeah (feeling uncertain)] 
 
 
Further, the researcher calculated the proportion of episodes across the four selected 
small groups to see how many of them  were resolved interactively along with the level 
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of engagement in the process of decision making or non-interactively. Table 22 
presents results for the nature of LREs for four small groups across the three tasks 
which were resolved non-interactively.  
Table 22. The proportion of non-interactively resolved LREs expressed as a 
percentage 
Selected Small Groups Descriptive Narrative Argumentative 
Experimental Group 6 
(Collaborative) 
 
Experimental Group 2  
(Expert/expert/novice/novice) 
 
Control Group 6  
(Cooperative) 
 
Group 5 (control) 
(Dominant/dominant/passive/passive) 
 
21% 
 
 
32% 
 
 
53% 
 
 
70% 
18% 
 
 
28% 
 
 
64% 
 
 
73% 
22% 
 
 
26% 
 
 
50% 
 
 
84% 
 
Table 22 displays the non-interactively resolved episodes in the data of the four 
selected small groups. The table shows a relationship between the patterns of 
interaction and the proportions of non-interactively resolved episodes. 
As the table shows, a large proportion of episodes was non-interactively resolved by 
the  small groups that showed a dominant/dominant/passive/passive (Group 5) and a 
cooperative (Group 6) patterns of interaction. For instance, in the case of Control Group 
5 (Ghalib, Mahmoud, Abdullah, and Othman), a large proportion of the episodes was 
non-interactively resolved: 70% on the descriptive task, 73% on the narrative task, and 
84% on the argumentative task. In the case of Control Group 6 (Zayan, Maiz, Arish, 
and Aish), the cooperative small group, the proportion of episodes resolved non-
interactively ranged from 50% on the argumentative task to 53% and 64% on the 
descriptive and narrative tasks respectively.  
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On the other hand, the proportion of on-task LREs resolved non-interactively was 
comparatively stable and typically below 25% for the collaborative small group across 
the three tasks (Experimental Group 6). In this group, each group member engaged 
with each other’s contribution by resolving episodes initiated by the other group 
member.  
In the case of the expert/expert/novice/novice small group (Experimental Group 2), the 
proportion of non-interactive LREs decreased over time: from 32% on the descriptive 
task to 28% and 26% on the narrative and argumentative tasks respectively. This lower 
rate of  non-interactive episodes indicates higher engagement by Shoaib and Asafar as 
‘novices’ in the decision making process. This higher engagement may also be 
attributed to the students’ confidence which increased over time, and therefore they 
participated in the resolution process more actively. Table 23 presents the results of 
LREs resolved interactively, differentiating between episodes in which the engagement 
level was low (L), medium (M), and high (H).  
Table 23. Level of engagement in the resolution process of on-task LREs expressed 
as a percentage 
Selected Small 
Groups 
Descriptive Narrative Argumentative 
L M H L M H L M H 
Group 6 (experimental) 
 
Group 2 (experimental) 
 
Group 6 (control) 
 
Group 5 (control) 
10% 
 
36% 
 
28% 
 
17% 
47% 
 
26% 
 
14% 
 
23% 
 
27% 
 
19% 
 
25% 
 
21% 
11% 
 
38% 
 
26% 
 
14% 
 
44% 
 
25% 
 
13% 
 
19% 
36% 
 
23% 
 
39% 
 
18% 
9% 
 
42% 
 
30% 
 
8% 
35% 
 
23% 
 
21% 
 
14% 
40% 
 
26% 
 
15% 
 
13% 
 
 
Table 23 shows that a considerable proportion of on-task LREs was resolved with a 
high level of involvement and mutual collaboration in the collaborative small group. 
Here, in the case of Harith, Balam, Sayifullah, and Nadir (Experimental Group 6), the 
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result of interactive-high LREs was approximately over 25% on each of the three tasks. 
Moreover, for this group, the total of interactive-high and interactive-medium LREs 
was over 70% of all on-task episodes. In particular, in the case of Experimental Group 
6, the combination of on-task LREs resolved with both a high and medium level of 
engagement ranged from 71% on the descriptive task to 75% and 80% on the 
argumentative and narrative tasks respectively.  
In the case of the expert/expert/novice/novice small group (Experimental Group 2, 
Anas, Shakir, Shoaib, and Asafar) , even though the result of interactive-high LREs 
increased over time (from 19% on the descriptive task to 23% and 26% on the narrative 
and argumentative tasks respectively), a comparatively high proportion (over 35%) of 
the interactive LREs was resolved with low level of engagement. In other words, while 
Anas and Shakir as ‘experts’ mostly resolved a large proportion of the on-task LREs, 
the contribution of Shoaib and Asafar as ‘novices’ in the decision making process was 
restricted to phatic utterances and repetitions (expressing encouragement or 
agreement).  
Table 23 indicates that in the case of the cooperative pattern of interaction (Control 
Group 6), the percentage of resolved LREs with a relatively high level of engagement 
was on the descriptive (25%) and narrative (39%) tasks, but not on the argumentative 
task (15%). Nevertheless, the high level of engagement in the decision making process 
in this small group was unusual because they imposed their own recommendations. In 
particular, there was generally no co-construction process, as shown in the 
collaborative small group. Rather, the interactive-high episodes in this group displayed 
a sequence of suggestions from each group member. 
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Table 23 also shows that in the case of the dominant/dominant/passive/passive pattern 
of interaction (Control Group 5), the proportion of resolved LREs with a high level of 
involvement fell over time (the students worked on the three tasks in a chronological 
order). For instance, it decreased from 21% on the descriptive task to 18% on the 
narrative task and 13% on the argumentative task. A similar continuous decrease was 
also seen in on-task LREs resolved with a medium level of involvement. The dominant 
group members – Ghalib and Mahmoud – tended to resolve a lot of the episodes with 
little suggestion from other group members, Abdullah and Othman, who had minimal 
involvement.  
Therefore, the examination of on-task LREs indicated substantial differences between 
the four patterns of small group interaction. The four case study small groups 
demonstrated these variations. In the collaborative patterns of small group interaction, 
the data for Experimental Group 6  indicated that even though Harith and Balam 
initiated on-task LREs via questions and requests across the three tasks, a significant 
proportion of the episodes involved Sayifullah and Nadir in the process of resolution. 
A large percentage of all on-task LREs interactively resolved by this group 
(approximately from 84% to 91% on each task), and in a high percentage (over 25%) 
of on-task LREs, each group member was actively involved in the decision making 
process. Below, Excerpt 64 from the small group talk exemplifies this level of 
engagement.  
Excerpt 64 (Experimental Group (6) - Collaborative pattern) 
 
202 S: وﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﺎﻣﻌﺔ ﺟﺎﻣﻌﺔ أم اﻟﻘﺮى ﻋﺪد ﻣﺘﺰوﺟﯿﻦ ﻣﻦ ... ﻣﻦ اﻟﻄﻼب ﯾﻜﻮن ... ﻣﻤﻢ 
[at the university Um AlQura university the number of … of married students is 
… mmm] 
 
203 H: ﻧﻘﻮل ﺑﻠﻎ ... أﺣﺴﻦ 
[we say reached… better] 
 
204 B: ﻣﻦ طﻼب ﺑﻠﻎ 
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[of students reached] 
 
205 S: ﻋﺪد اﻟﻤﺘﺰوﺟﯿﻦ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻄﻼب ﺑﻠﻎ؟ ﺑﻠﻎ اﻟﻤﺌﺔ 
[the number of married students reached? Reached a hundred] 
 
206 N: اﯾﻮه 
[yeah] 
 
207 H: اﯾﻮه 
[yeah] 
 
 
Excerpt 64 started with Sayifullah reading a sentence. He  paused as he was not certain 
about the verb form used in the sentence (line 202). Harith recommended the use of the 
verb ‘reached’ (line 203). Balam and Sayifullah accepted the input while adding a word 
‘hundred’. Nadir and Harith agreed on the idea. The episode was categorised as 
interactive-high and showed how each group member pooled their knowledge and 
reached a correct solution which was also known as ‘mutual scaffolding’ (Storch, 
2001b; Swain, 1995). 
In the case of the expert/expert/novice/novice small group – Anas, Shakir, Shoaib, and 
Asafar, a high proportion of on-task LREs were resolved with a high level of 
involvement (see Table 23). In particular, Shoaib and Asafar as ‘novices’ gradually 
contributed to the resolution process. It was because Anas and Shakir tended to 
encourage Shoaib and Asafar in the decision making process and they successfully did 
so. The following excerpt illustrates this type of engagement.  
 
Excerpt 65 (Experimental Group (2) – Expert/Expert/Novice/Novice pattern) 
189 An: وﻓﻲ اﻟﺼﺒﺎح ﺧﺮﺟﻨﺎ ... ﺧﺮﺟﻨﺎ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻔﻨﺪق إﻟﻰ اﻟﺤﺎ- اﻟﺤﺎﻓﻠﺔ... وذھﺒﻨﺎ إﻟﻰ إﻟﻰ ﻣﺘﺤﻒ ﻣﺪﯾﻨﺔ 
[and in the morning we got out… we got out of the hotel to the bu- the bus… and 
we went to to Al Madina museum] 
 
190 
 
As: ﻣﻤﻢ اﯾﻮه ﻣﻤﺘﺎز... ﻟﻜﻦ ... اوك اوك 
[mmm yeah excellent… but… ok ok] 
 
191 
 
An: ﻻ؟ 
[no?] 
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192 
 
As: ﺻﺢ ﺻﺢ... ﻟﻜﻦ أﻧﺎ أرﯾﺪ ... )ﯾﻀﺤﻚ( 
[right right… but I want… (laugh)] 
 
193 
 
Sha: ﺗﻔﻀﻞ... ﻗﻞ ﻣﺎذا ﺗﺮﯾﺪ ﺗﻘﻮل 
[please… say what you want to say] 
 
194 
 
As: ﺑﺲ أرﯾﺪ ﻧﺬﻛﺮ ... ﻧﻜﺘﺐ   
[I just want to mention… write] 
 
195 An: ﻣﻤﻢ 
[mmm] 
 
196 As: ذھﺒﻨﺎ إﻟﻰ ﺟﺒﻞ أﺣﺪ ﻓﻲ اﻷول 
[we went to Ohud mountain at first] 
 
197 An: اھﺎ 
[aha] 
 
198 As: وﺷﻔﻨﺎ ﻣﻜﺎن اﻟﻤﻌﺮﻛﺔ... ﻣﻌﺮﻛﺔ اﻷﺣﺪ 
[and we saw the battle spot… Ohud battle] 
 
199 Sha: ﻧﻌﻢ 
[yes] 
 
200 As: اﯾﻮه... ﺑﺲ ﻛﻨﺖ أرﯾﺪ ﻧﻜﺘﺐ ھﺬا 
[yeah… I just want to write this] 
 
201 Sha: ﺑﺲ ھﺬا؟ 
[just this?] 
 
202 As: اﯾﻮه 
[yeah] 
 
203 An: ﻧﻜﺘﺐ ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ ﺧﺮﺟﻨﺎ ﻣﻦ ﻓﻨﺪق ذھﺒﻨﺎ إﻟﻰ ﺟﺒﻞ أﺣﺪ وﺑﻌﺪﯾﻦ ﻧﻜﺘﺐ... ﻧﻜﺘﺐ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺰﯾﺎرة اﻟﻤﺼﻨﻊ 
[we write when we got out of the hotel we went to Ohud mountain and then we 
write… we write about museum visiting] 
 
204 As: اﯾﻮه اﯾﻮه 
[yeah yeah] 
 
205 Sha: طﯿﺐ... ﺧﺮﺟﻨﺎ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻔﻨﺪق ... ﻣﻦ اﻟﻔﻨﺪق ﻓﻲ اﻟﺼﺒﺎح 
[ok… we got out of the hotel… of the hotel in the morning] 
 
206 Sho: ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﻔﺠﺮ 
[after Fajr prayer] 
 
207 Sha: ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﻔﺠﺮ... وذھﺒﻨﺎ إﻟﻰ ﺟﺒﻞ أﺣﺪ ورأﯾﻨﺎ ﻣﻜﺎن ﻣﻌﺮﻛﺔ 
[after Fajr prayer… and we went to Ohud mountain and we saw the battle place] 
 
208 Sho: اﯾﻮه 
[yeah] 
209 
 
As: وﺑﻌﺪ ذﻟﻚ ذھﺒﻨﺎ إﻟﻰ ﻣﺘﺤﻒ ﺗﺎرﯾﺦ اﻟﻤﺪﯾﻨﺔ 
[and after that we went to Almadinah history museum] 
 
210 
 
An: ﻣﻤﺘﺎز 
[excellent] 
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Excerpt 65 began with Anas generating idea units (line 189). Asafar wanted to add his 
idea but was not really sure (lines 190, 192). Shakir encouraged Asafar to express his 
idea via a request (line 193) and a question (line 201) whereas Anas invited Asafar via 
backchanelling utterances (e.g. lines 191, 195). Anas started to revise the idea and 
added Asafar’s idea (line 203). Shakir also completed the idea  (line 205) and added 
Shoaib’s opinion (line 207). Thus, the episode indicated evidence of high involvement 
and the process of co-construction.  
In the case of Control Group 6 (Zayan, Maiz, Arish, and Aish), the cooperative small 
group, each group member resolved equal number of on-task LREs. A high proportion 
of episodes were non-interactively resolved (from 70% to 84% as indicated in Table 
22). Unlike in the case of collaborative and expert/novice small groups, if a high level 
of engagement took place, it would deal with disagreements among group members. 
Two or more group members tended to force their ideas to others without trying to 
listen and incorporate each other’s suggestions. The following excerpt illustrates how 
this group deliberated in an episode. 
Excerpt 66 (Control Group (6) – Cooperative pattern) 
 
32 
 
Z: ﻧﻜﺘﺐ ﻓﻲ زﯾﺎرة ﻣﺴﺠﺪ ﻗﺒﺎء ...  
[we write about our visit to Qiba masjid…] 
 
33 
 
M: ﻻ ﻻ... ﺑﺪاﯾﺔ ﻧﺘﺤﺪث ﻋﻦ وﺻﻮﻟﻨﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻔﻨﺪق وﻣﺎذا ﻓﻌﻠﻨﺎ 
[no no… first we talk about our arrival to the hotel and what we did] 
 
34 
 
Z: ﻟﻜﻦ ھﺬا ﺗﻜﻠﻤﻨﺎ ﻋﻨﮭﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻷول ... ﺷﻮف... ))ﯾﺸﯿﺮ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻔﻜﺮة(( 
[but we talked about this at the beginning ((pointing to the idea))] 
 
35 M: ﻧﻌﻢ ﻧﻌﻢ... وﻟﻜﻦ ھﺬا ﻟﯿﺲ ﻛﺎف... ﻧﻜﺘﺐ ﻛﯿﻒ وﺻﻠﻨﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻔﻨﺪق... ﺑﻌﺪﯾﻦ ﺑﻌﺪﯾﻦ ﻣﻦ ﻛﺎن ﻓﻲ اﻻس- ﯾﺴﺘﻘﺒﻠﻨﺎ 
وھﻜﺬا 
[yes yes… but this is not enough… we write how we got to the hotel… then then 
who rece- received us and so on] 
 
36 Z: أﻧﺎ ﻻ أﺗﻔﻖ ﻣﻌﻚ... دﻋﻨﺎ ﻧﻜﺘﺐ  
[I don’t agree with you… let’s write] 
 
37 M: ﻣﺎ ﻓﯿﮫ ﻣﺸﻜﺔ... ﻧﺘﻜﻠﻢ ﻓﻲ ﻓﻨﺪق ﺑﺎﻟﺘﻔﺼﯿﻞ... ﺑﻌﺪﯾﻦ ﻣﺪرس ﯾﺸﻮف ﻛﺘﺎﺑﺔ 
[no problem… we talk about the hotel in details… then the teacher sees our 
writing] 
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38 Z: ﻣﻮ ﻣﻤﻜﻦ...  ﻗﺒﺎء ھﻮ ﻣﻦ ﻣﻌﺎﻟﻢ ﻣﺪﯾﻨﺔ... ھﻨﺎ ﻻ ﺑﺪ ﻧﺘﺤﺪث ﻓﻲ اﻟﺰﯾﺎرة اﻟﻤﺪﯾﻨﺔ ... و ... وﻣﺎ رأﯾﻨﺎ... ﻣﻮ ﻧﺘﻜﻠﻢ ﻓﻲ 
ﻓﻨﺪق 
[impossible… Qiba is of Almadinah landmarks… here we have to talk about our 
visit to Almadinah … and… and what we saw… not talking about the hotel ] 
 
  
Excerpt 66 showed how Zayan initiated the episode by expressing his idea (line 32) 
and Maiz seemed to disagree (line 33). Although Zayan tried to explain his idea, Maiz 
did not seem to accept it (line 35). The group did not reach consensus as disagreements 
kept arising between Zayan and Maiz (lines 36-38). They were not able to resolve 
disputes in their arguments. As a result, they found it difficult to accomplish a good 
quality decision making process.   
In the case of Control Group 5 (Ghalib, Mahmoud, Abdullah, and Othman) that 
displayed a dominant/dominant/passive/passive pattern of interaction, Ghalib and 
Mahmoud mostly took the lead and appropriated the tasks. Little input was provided 
by Abdullah and Othman across the three tasks. It was evident in the percentage of on-
task LREs resolved non-interactively: 70% on the descriptive task, 73% on the 
narrative task, and 84% on the argumentative task (see Table 22). 
Discussion and Summary  
With regards to the second research question, the results of the Independent-samples 
Mann-Whitney U Test indicated that there was a significant  difference  (U = 64, p = 
.039) between those writing in traditional group work and those using a collaborative 
writing approach. In particular, most of the experimental groups produced a larger 
number of LREs than the control ones. However, both groups had similar focus in  that 
students in both the experimental and control groups paid more attention to form- and 
lexical-based LREs than the mechanical-based LREs. The results were contrary to 
earlier remarks by Lesser (2004) who investigated the impact of a collaborative writing 
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approach on the type of LREs (i.e. grammatical and lexical items). He found that while 
the experimental groups who employed CW approach focused more on grammatical 
than on lexical items, the control groups tended to focus more on lexical than 
grammatical items. Like Lesser (2004), Malmqvist (2005) examined how CW affected 
the focus of LREs in written German texts. He found that the collaborative small groups 
attended mainly to grammatical items than meaning and lexical items. Giving support 
to Lesser’s (2004) and Malmqvist’s (2005) findings, Amirkhiz et al. (2013) also found 
that EFL dyads tended to focus more on the language aspects than ESL dyads. A 
possible explanation of the differences is that the students not only may have limited 
understanding and knowledge of the linguistic features, but also had different language 
learning experiences. Thus, based on the mixed findings of these studies, J. Lantolf and 
Thorne (2007, p. 206) argued that “learners appear to have their own agendas for which 
aspects of the language they decide to focus on at any given time. The agenda does not 
necessarily coincide with the intent of the instructors”. 
Considering the outcomes of the LREs produced, the experimental groups produced 
not only more LREs, but also a higher percentage of these LREs which were correctly 
resolved. However, although the learners working in the control groups also produced 
a considerable number of LREs, they could not resolve most of their problems. This 
finding confirms that any gain in the students’ resolved LREs from the experimental 
groups may be attributed to the collaborative writing practices. In other words, their 
CW experience led to enhanced performances on the writing tasks.  
In the case of the collaborative small group (the experimental group), for instance, a 
large proportion of on-task LREs displayed co-construction in the resolution process. 
Group members pooled their ideas to achieve consensus and engaged with each other’s 
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suggestions to complete their tasks. Unlike the collaborative small group, the 
cooperative small group (the control group) also showed high levels of engagement 
across the three tasks, but there was no process of co-construction. Rather, most 
episodes showed how each group member insisted their own suggestions without 
considering others’ suggestions. These findings are similar to what Storch (2001b) 
found in her study investigating pair work in completing composition, editing and text 
reconstruction tasks. While the collaborative pairs resolved most on-task LREs with a 
high level of engagement and mutual assistance, the dominant/dominant pairs only 
showed a series of suggestions and counter suggestions rather than a co-construction 
process. That is, what the researcher found in the cooperative small groups regarding 
how the LREs were resolved was quite similar to the dominant/dominant dyads in 
Storch’s (2001b) study: there were disagreements and an inability to involve each other 
in the process of resolution.  
In the expert/expert/novice/novice (the experimental group) and 
dominant/dominant/passive/passive (the control group) small groups, the expert and 
dominant group members tended to take the lead in the discussion and to appropriate 
the tasks. The main difference found between these two small groups was that while 
the expert group members encouraged the novice ones to contribute to the resolution 
process, the dominant group members mainly took control over the three tasks which 
resulted in non-interactively resolved LREs (Storch, 2001b). In addition to the 
expert/expert/novice/novice small groups, the novice group members were more 
active and confident over time to initiate and resolve on-task LREs. 
Similar findings have been reported by previous studies (e.g. Fernández Dobao, 2012; 
Wigglesworth & Storch, 2009). The result of these studies shows that collaborative 
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problem solving activities may occur when learners implemented a collaborative 
approach. During the CW activities, they tended to share ideas, actively engage in the 
discussion, and pool their linguistic resources to resolve LREs. Specifically, Fernández 
Dobao (2012, p. 55) stated that “the higher level of success achieved by the groups was 
quite often the result of the different members sharing their knowledge and 
collaborating to solve their problems, rather than just impact of one single strong 
student” as in the case of the collaborative small groups in the present study. Thus, the 
results of the present study confirm that the experimental groups, the collaborative 
small groups in particular, scaffolded each other and co-constructed knowledge more 
often than the control groups. 
In summary, the analysis of LREs showed that the experimental groups generated more 
LREs than the control groups. Regarding the focus of the LREs, both experimental and 
control groups focused on grammar and lexis. However, in terms of mechanics-focused 
LREs, the experimental groups produced a higher number of the episodes than the 
control ones. In addition, the experimental groups were more successful at resolving 
language related problems than the control ones. The results also indicated that the 
experimental groups (the collaborative and expert/novice small groups) produced 
fewer non-interactively resolved episodes than the control groups (the cooperative and 
dominant/passive small groups) across the three tasks. In particular, the experimental 
groups generally showed a high level of engagement in the resolution process, and 
therefore produced a substantial proportion of on-task LREs resolved interactively.  
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Chapter 6. Teacher and Student Perceptions 
This chapter focuses on addressing the third research question: “How do ASL learners 
and teachers perceive the implementation of a collaborative writing approach?”. In 
particular, the data collected through semi-structured interviews with both learners and 
teachers from the experimental and control classes were analysed by using a qualitative 
approach of thematic analysis. Having been transcribed, reduced, and coded into 
themes, the interview data are then presented. 
This chapter first begins with the interview data of learners from both the experimental 
and control groups. The second part of chapter reports how teachers reflected on their 
classroom activities. Excerpts from the interview data transcripts are used to describe 
themes emerging from the interview analysis.   
	 165	
Learner Perceptions  
The third research question of the current study was related to the students’ perceptions 
of traditional group work and collaborative writing experiences. Of sixty-four student 
participants, sixteen students from both control and experimental (8 each) were 
available for one-on-one semi-structured interviews with the researcher a week after 
the post-test. The researcher went in with an a priori approach by asking specific 
questions based on previous studies to help the researcher find out what students’ 
perceptions were. For this purpose, the researcher analysed the students’ responses to 
the main six interview questions (see Appendix 2), comparing the responses provided 
by those writing in traditional group work and those writing collaboratively.  
A qualitative approach of thematic analysis was used to analyse interview data. This 
approach was part of the mixed-methods design used in the study. Also, this approach 
which generated perception data provided another way of understanding the effects of 
CW. Braun and Clarke (2006) state that this approach can be used to “identify, analyse, 
and report patterns (themes) within the data” (p.79). The researcher chose this approach 
because it offers “rigorous thematic approach which can produce an insightful analysis 
that answers particular reseach questions” (Braun & Clarke, 2006, p. 97). Moreover, 
this method went well with the research question by assisting the examination of the 
interview data based on two viewpoints: firstly, from a data-driven viewpoint; and 
secondly, from the research question viewpoint in order to check the consistency of 
research question and information provided. Based on the analysis of learner 
perception data,  two major themes were identified . In this section, the researcher 
summarizes and highlights the main findings related to these themes.  
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Learning Benefits on L2  
All students interviewed in the experimental groups responded very positively about 
their collaborative writing experiences. They felt that CW was beneficial not only to 
enhance their writing skills and develop their Arabic language particularly grammar 
knowledge and their vocabulary, but also to provide them opportunities to work in 
team. In other words, CW enabled them to generate ideas and pool them together in 
order to write a joint text.  
For instance, Balam, one of the students from Group 6 (the experimental group), said: 
“my writing is much improved grammatically. I now use new vocabulary items and 
most of these vocabulary items I learned from my friends when we were doing CW. 
Each task has got its own way of writing. So the range of vocabulary items also 
differed”. His response was in line with Harith who said  that: “obviously we all have 
learnt more things in this CW experience. This method boosts language acquisition. 
We have learnt when verbs are written in nominative case or in accusative case or in 
jussive case. Also we have learnt all the rulings regarding adjectives. And amazing 
thing is we learnt it from students”. His statement was supported by Sayifullah who 
explained that: “I think I have made great improvements in terms of vocabulary and 
decrease in grammatical errors. Before I used to have many ideas on topics but I could 
not express those ideas. When we did CW when I briefly mention my ideas, my friends 
helped me to put those ideas into words”. Nevertheless, though he liked working  in 
small groups, he felt that working in pairs was more beneficial. He added: “While I 
experienced large group and I like it, I personally believe working in pairs is much 
better as it gives me more chances to interact and discuss and practice my language”. 
Nadir, the last group member in Group 6, further elaborated that: “collaborative writing 
gives us the opportunity to teach others and more time to manifest our linguistic skilss 
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through discussion. My writing has improved a lot in the sense that I make lesser 
grammar errors and my writings are now rich in advanced vocabulary. In other words, 
we improved ourselves as we progressed from one task to another. Our errors decreased 
and quality of writing got improved.   
Likewise, Group 2 perceived the CW activities positively although they were 
concerned about some aspects during the activities. For instance, Anas said: “I believe 
my writing has improved greatly as I practice writing for 12 weeks. I noticed that the 
more I participated the more I benefited. And some friends are very supportive to other 
students”. Similarly, Shoaib added: “I have improved a lot in my writing production 
participating to this writing program”. Then, Shakir extended: “I think it’s very 
effective. We had stormy discussions before writing each article and then in the editing 
stage we benefited a lot when we ourselves corrected the grammar mistakes”. Although 
Shakir considered this activity was good, he was concerned about a few things: “the 
limited amount of time allocated for the subject hindered us from showing our 
potential. So, there is room for improvement”. Further, Asafer elaborated: “CW helps 
us to learn more things from others, and to improve ourselves. We get an opportunity 
to share our knowledge with others. But the problem is that some students don’t 
contribute to the discussion”. Overall, the students’ responses in the experimental 
groups (Group 6 and 2) during the interview sessions show very positive attitudes 
toward CW activities despite a few concerns raised by Group 2 during the activities. 
From the control groups (Group 6 and 5) , most of the participants felt quite positive 
about writing in traditional group work (cooperative writing). They found the writing 
activities useful in many ways even though some students had not experienced writing 
in groups. They used to study Arabic focusing on its grammar aspects. For instance, 
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Zayan from Group 6 said: “Back home, the course was mainly focused on Arabic basic 
grammar and  it was deliveded in a traditional way. The course teacher couldn't speak 
Arabic. He just knows the rules. Here, I feel more confident about my writing in terms 
of grammar, word choices etc”. Aish added: I haven’t learnt how to write Arabic in a 
professional way before. I just start learning when I enrolled in this institute (three 
semesters ago).” He further mentioned that: “Back in Seychelles, we used to learn 
Arabic as a subject of rote memorization. But when we came here we realised language 
learning is a natural process. And cooperative learning took this natural process to a 
whole new level. I’m really glad to be part of this study as I learned so much of the 
language in all aspects (e.g. grammar, word choice, connection words and more). In 
our traditional writing course, the teachers focused on correcting students’ grammar 
mistakes and don’t give much attention to other skills such as practicing the language 
for written production. If we were asked to write, the teacher assigned the task 
individually”. In other words, the Arabic subject had been one of the compulsory 
subjects they needed to pass at their schools back in their home countries. Most of the 
time, their language classes focused more on grammar. When it came to a writing 
activity, it would be assigned individually.  
Having participated in traditional group work in completing the writing tasks, most 
students in the control groups felt that their writing skills have greatly improved. For 
example, Maiz from Group 6 stated: “My writing is much improved grammatically. I 
prefer writing in a large group because there would be much more ideas and 
discussions, compared to writing individually or in pairs. I noticed that the more I 
participated the more I benefited. And some friends are very supportive to other 
students. I think I have built up confidence in writing all types of writing after this 
experience of TGW”. Then, Arish said: “Incorporating more writing classes is very 
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important in teaching Arabic language. Through writing classes even pronunciation 
mistakes can be identified. Because if students cannot differentiate between sounds, 
they will make mistakes when writing letters that represent those sounds”. In line with 
above statements, Aneel from Group 5 said: “Group work in writing tasks helps to 
exhibit our linguistic skills especially communication skills and reflect in language 
deeply in a group environment. I’ve seen an improvement in my writings especially 
the increase use of new words”. Therefore, involving them in cooperative writing 
allows them to engage in language deliberation and practice their language skills. 
However, a few group members in the control groups felt group work on writing 
activities was unnecessary. For instance, Adil from Group 5 said: “this activity takes 
too much time to complete one piece of writing. For example, it took one whole week 
to complete the descriptive writing. The brainstorming session ran on for two days”. 
He was also concerned that: “most of the discussion time was taken by one person 
(Ifham). We got very less opportunity to express ourselves. I think teacher intervention 
is required in such circumtances. He should have reminded Ifham not to trample on 
other students’ right to express their views and suggestions”. Then Aneel added: “I 
didn’t participate well in my group work because I didn’t have many ideas on the topics 
they chose. They chose topics according to the wish of majority”. Thus, due to bad 
group work management and the lack of teacher intervention, some group members in 
control groups did not benefit from the group work on writing activities.  
Learner Preference on Group Size 
In general, most of students in the experimental groups enjoyed working in the small 
group. For instance, Harith (Group 6) explained that: “I  benefited greatly from other 
students when they pointed out the errors I made while speaking. We learn quickly and 
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what we learn in this method will stay forever in our memory, because we tend to 
remember the things we do in a friendly environment”. However, Harith also said that 
he found it difficult to engage with other group members (e.g. Balam). Harith said: 
“Balam is a slow learner and he has not still picked up the most basic grammar topics 
like genitive constructs. Actually, he was shy because he thought he was intellectually 
lower than others. So we felt that trying to get him on board will be a waste of time. In 
the argumentative writing, we cheered him up and he made some improvements”.  
Unlike the experimental groups, few students in the control groups interviewed felt that 
writing cooperatively did not benefit them very much. For instance, Azyz, from Group  
5, considered the activities were time consuming. He explained that: “it takes too much 
time to complete one piece of writing. For example, it took one whole week to complete 
the descriptive writing. The brainstorming session ran on for two days. I think it wastes 
a lot of time. In our normal (previous) classes we used to write our essays within 3 
days. He then added: “to some extent, most of the discussion time was taken by Shihab. 
We got very few opportunities to express ourselves.” He preferred writing individually 
to cooperatively.  
Slightly different with Azyz, Ifham tended to write in pairs rather than in small groups 
even though he felt quite positive about the cooperative writing. Ifham said: “I prefer 
writing in pairs [which] is more useful. When writing in pairs it would be highly 
conspicuous if you were not participating.  But in a large group you can stay passive 
not noticed by others”. Therefore, while most students in the experimental groups 
showed a strong preference for working in small groups, several students in the control 
groups stated a preference for writing in pairs or individually.  
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Teacher  Perception  
The study also analysed teachers’ views on traditional group work and the collaborative 
writing approach. As stated earlier, there were two teachers involved in the study. 
However, the semi-structured interviews were conducted only with Teacher B who 
taught the experimental classes after completing the student interviews. The researcher 
went in with an a priori approach by asking specific questions based on readings to 
help the researcher find out what students’ perceptions were. For this purpose, there 
were mainly 18 questions asked of the teacher. A qualitative approach of thematic 
analysis was also used to analyse the interview data. Below is the highlight of the main 
findings from the teacher interview.  
When questioned about his previous experiences about implementing collaborative 
writing approach in writing classes, Teacher B responded that it was his first experience 
teaching Arabic writing employing the approach. Although he felt very optimistic 
about the effectiveness of the approach, the implementation of the approach was quite 
challenging for him. In particular, Teacher B found it difficult to prepare and manage 
the writing classes due to the students’ different cultural backgrounds and language 
proficiencies. Teacher B said that: “I spent about five hours. The heterogeneous nature 
of the classes concerned me most. There are some new batches where students can 
barely speak in Arabic. So distribution of students for groups will be a tall order.” He 
added: “students differ in their abilities, cultural backgrounds and ideologies.”  
Despite the challenges, Teacher B believed that the collaborative writing approach was 
beneficial to some extent. In particular, Teacher B noticed that the students in the 
experimental classes enjoyed the collaborative writing tasks. Teacher B responded that: 
“I think collaborative writing helps in engaging students in the lesson. When students 
	 172	
attempt to write a joint article, they learn from one another. Along the way, sometimes 
they discuss the grammar points they come across while writing. Expert students 
benefit from the teaching aspect of collaborative writing. Novice students get the 
opportunity of one-to-one learning which fosters quick learning.” This is because 
Teacher B observed the novice students in the experimental groups discuss grammar. 
Teacher B felt that in the experimental groups, the students were collectively 
responsible for their own work. They had much time to discuss their ideas when 
drafting their texts in order to produce well written texts together. To conclude, Teacher 
B considered collaborative writing approach is feasible to be implemented in the 
institute. He further said: “we can implement collaborative learning for the first and 
second semester”. 
 
Discussion and Summary 
With respect to the third question, most of students’ interview responses from both 
groups demonstrated that they were very positive of traditional group work and 
collaborative writing experiences. In particular, while most students in the 
experimental groups benefited from the collaborative writing activities, some students 
in the control groups felt pessimistic about the group work and preferred working in 
pairs or individually to small groups. Indeed, Fernández Dobao and Blum (2013) found 
a similar result that some learners felt better if they worked with less people or even 
alone because they could not see the effectiveness of working together. On the other 
hand, all students interviewed from the experimental groups were very supportive of 
CW tasks. Most students seemed to realise the positive impact of CW tasks on 
grammar, organisation, and the content of their texts along with the learning advantages 
of writing with peers when they participated. They preferred working in the small 
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groups as they could have more opportunities to share ideas and obtain assistance from 
peers. The results were consistent with other studies (Lin & Maarof, 2013; Shehadeh, 
2011) showing that the student enjoyed the CW experience and felt a positive influence 
of collaboration on their writing abilities. Furthermore, Fernández Dobao (2012) and 
Wigglesworth and Storch (2009) found that collaborative tasks provided learners to 
pool their individual ideas and knowledge although not everyone was active during 
group discussion in small groups. They also argued that working in pairs allowed more 
interaction since the students were easier to participate.   
Regarding teacher perception of CW, the teacher believed that CW could be a powerful 
tool to enhance students’ writing skills. This perception corresponds with the findings 
of Storch (2002) and Fung and Hoon (2008) which showed that collaborative writing 
activities resulted in better quality texts. The shared expertise among group members 
clearly helped students generate more ideas and produce better written essays. Of 
course, teachers play an important role in CW tasks to prepare, manage, and facilitate 
the activities in order to encourage students to actively participate in the collaborative 
work.  
However, there are some aspects that should be taken into account when assigning 
collaborative tasks in the writing classrooms, such as the choice of topics and the 
students’ language proficiency. This finding concurs with Fung and Hoon’s (2008) 
study that suggests that when assigning the students on CW tasks, the teachers should 
pay attention to the level of students’ language proficiency. The teachers should 
monitor and make sure that every group member has equal opportunities to participate 
in the discussion and no one dominates the discussion.  
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In summary, this chapter discusses the findings of the students’ and teachers’ 
perceptions of traditional group work and collaborative writing experiences in the ASL 
writing classroom. In the case of student perception, from both experimental and 
control groups being interviewed, the participants generally felt quite positive about 
writing activities using collaborative writing approach and traditional group work 
(cooperative writing). However, while the majority of experimental group students 
found the writing activities useful in many ways, many students in the control groups 
found writing in groups did not benefit them. Thus, the findings suggest that there was 
a possible link between the students’ perceptions and their level of achievement – 
which will be discussed in the next chapter.  Regarding the teacher perception, the 
findings suggest that although the teachers felt very optimistic about the effectiveness 
of these approaches, the implementation of these approaches were quite challenging 
for them. 
 
Chapter 7. Effects of Collaborative Writing on Students’ 
Writing Skills 
This chapter focuses on addressing the fourth research question: “Is there a difference 
in students’ ASL writing performance in collaborative writing groups and traditional 
small groups? What are the linguistic and rhetorical features of writings in the two 
instructional modes that may explain the differences in their performance”?. In 
particular, the data were collected through conducting pre- and post- writing tests from 
the experimental and control classes. Students’ written texts were assessed by using an 
analytical writing rubric (see Appendix 3.). The writing rubric includes six component 
areas: topic development, organization, details, sentences, wording, and mechanics on 
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a 4-point scale. Each component may receive a mark of one (the lowest mark) to four 
(the highest), thus 24 was the highest score a participant text could get. In order to see 
if there were significant differences between students in the experimental and control 
groups, two one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) were conducted. A Statistical 
Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 23.0 application was applied to 
compare results of pre- and post-tests from experimental and traditional groups. Since 
the study was primarily a quasi-experimental design with non-equivalent comparison 
groups (i.e. no control group assignment through the mechanism of random assignment 
due to inadequate resources to conduct randomization), the analysis procedure 
employed one way analysis of variance (ANOVA) to statistically control differences 
or extraneous variables between treated and comparison groups that may affect results 
of the experiment (Green & Salkind, 2003; Hinkel et al., 2003). Through this 
procedure, the researcher was able to examine the effect of collaborative writing (i.e. 
as an independent variable) on ASL learners’ writing outcomes (i.e. a dependent 
variable) although student participants are not assigned randomly to treated and 
comparison groups. Having analysed the data, the outcomes are then presented. 
This chapter  presents  the results of the one way ANOVA that was conducted on the  
pre- and post-test results from both the experimental and control groups. The second 
part of chapter discusses the differences between the  experimental and control groups 
in terms of linguistic and rhetorical features. Excerpts from the students’ written texts 
are used to describe linguistic and rhetorical features being analysed. 
 
Students’ Writing Quality 
Before conducting Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) to determine if there were 
differences in the students’ writing score improvements in the two conditions, first the 
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normality of the pre- and post-test scores was tested. The tests of normality (i.e. the 
Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk tests) were used to see whether the samples 
were normally distributed. As can be seen in Table 24, the scores of both groups at the 
pre- and post-test were not statistically significant (df = 32, p > .05). That is, it can be 
observed that the data of the sample was normally distributed. This cleared the way for 
the use of ANOVA to analyse the data.  
Table 24. Tests of Normality 
Scores Groups Kolmogorov-Smirnov Shapiro-Wilk Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 
Pre-Test Experimental  .196 32 .053 .884 32 .053 
Control .145 32 .087 .957 32 .223 
 Post-Test Experimental .237 32 .080 .858 32 .075 
Control .128 32 .20 .930 32 .069 
Further, to ensure that the samples assigned to both experimental and control conditions 
were not initially different, tests of homogeneity of variance were run for both pre- and 
post-tests. The Levene’s test for equality of variances shows that the variance of both 
groups in the pre-test was equivalent since the obtained p-value (.059) was greater than 
.05 (see Table 25). Thus, it can be claimed that the variances for the two groups on the 
pre-test were homogeneous—i.e., the two groups were not significantly different in 
terms of writing ability before undergoing the treatment. On the other hand, the 
obtained p-value (.018) of the post-test from both groups was lower than .05. Therefore, 
it can be observed that the treatment was effective enough to make a significant 
difference in writing performance between the experimental and control groups. 
Table 25. Tests of Homogeneity of Variances 
Scores Levene  Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 
  Pre-Test 1.912 14 47 .059 
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    Post-Test 2.314 14 48 .018 
As stated earlier, the fourth research question was concerned with the difference in 
students’ writing abilities between those working in traditional groups and those 
working collaboratively. Table 26 shows the descriptive statistics for collaborative 
writing approach (experimental groups) and traditional group work (control groups) of 
their pre- and post-test scores. As mentioned earlier, students’ written texts were 
assessed by using an analytical writing rubric consisting six component areas. Before 
the intervention, the mean scores of control and experimental groups were 12.50 and 
13.81 respectively, which were increased to 15.28 and 19.31 respectively. These 
descriptive statistics suggest that the students’ writing abilities were enhanced by the 
two treatments over a 9-week period.  
Table 26. Means and standard deviation of the total of pre- and post-test scores for 
the experimental and control groups 
Scores Groups Mean N Std. Deviation 
Pre-Test 
Control              12.50 32 4.143 
Experimental 13.81 32 4.561 
Total Average 13.16 64 4.372 
Post-Test 
Control 15.28 32 4.191 
Experimental 19.31 32 4.238 
                                               Total 
Average 17.30 64 4.649 
 
In order to determine whether there were significant differences between pre- and post-
test scores of experimental and control groups, two one-way ANOVAs were 
performed. Table 27 indicates the results of tests of between subject effects for pre- 
and post-test scores.  
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Table 27. Results of ANOVA for pre- and post-test scores 
 
ANOVA 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
                             Between Groups 954.078 16 59.630 11.194 .093 
Pre-Test   Within Groups 250.360 47 5.327   
                                                              
Total 
1204.437 63    
                              Between Groups 1127.112 
234.248 
1361.359 
15 
48 
63 
75.141 
4.880 
 
15.397 .000 
Post-Test    Within Groups 
                                      Total 
As can be seen from Table 27, the experimental and control groups had no statistically 
significant differences in their pre-test mean scores (p = .093, p > .05). However, in 
their post-test mean scores, there were statistically significant differences (p = .000, p 
< .05) between the students working in traditional groups and those working 
collaboratively. An examination of Table 26 shows that the students in the 
experimental condition obtained higher post-test collaborative writing scores than 
students in the control condition. 
The students’ performances in the experimental and control groups were also examined 
in terms of the six components of the writing rubric: topic development, organization, 
details, sentences, wording, and mechanics. The data from pre- and post-test scores 
were analyzed by employing an independent-samples t-test with the level of 
significance set at .05. 
Table 28. Mean total and component scores on the pre-test 
 
Components Max. Scores 
Experimental Control 
t Sig.* 
Mean  SD Mean SD 
Topic Dev. 4 2.28 1.085 2.22 .975 -1.103 .076 
Organization 4 2.44 0.914 2.06           .840 -.987 
.054 
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Details 4 2.5 1.016 2.16 .884 -1.230 .087 
Sentences 4 2.41 0.837 1.97 .695 -1.850 .098 
Wording 4 2.16 0.767 2.19 .738 -1.350 .075 
Mechanics 4 2.09 0.818 1.88 .793 -1.110 .065 
Total 24 13.81 4.561 12.5 4.143 -1.205 .093 
*p < .05 
Table 28 shows no significant differences between the two groups with reference to 
the six component scores. In particular, Table 28 indicates that the total and sub-scores 
between the two groups were similar. That means the students’ writing abilities from 
both experimental and control groups in Arabic writing were quite elementary even 
though they were considered to be at a high-intermediate level in terms of the program 
entrance test scores. While the students of both groups demonstrated knowledge of 
topic development, text organization, some details to support the chosen topics, and 
some basic vocabulary items in their written task performance, they displayed major 
problems in such aspects of grammar as ﺗﻘﺪﯾﻢ اﻟﺼﻔﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﻮﺻﻮف  (i.e. using adjectives 
before nouns), ﺣﺮوف اﻟﺠﺮ  (i.e. prepositions), اﻟﺘﻌﺮﯾﻒ واﻟﺘﻨﻜﯿﺮ  (i.e. definite and indefinite 
nouns), and اﻹﺿﺎﻓﺔ  (i.e. genitives), and many errors in spelling and punctuation. 
After the 9-week intervention, as seen in Table 29, unlike those in control groups, the 
students from experimental groups benefited from the collaborative writing approach 
as they made some significant improvements on organization, sentences, mechanics, 
although not on topic development, details, and wording.  
Table 29. Mean total and component scores on the post-test 
Components Max. Scores 
Experimental Control 
t Sig.* 
Mean  SD Mean SD 
Topic Dev. 4 3.06 1.014 2.66 1.035 -1.103 .076 
Organization 4 3.28 .924 2.47 .950 -2.387 .000 
Details 4 3.25 .880 2.34 .787 -1.870 .089 
Sentences 4 3.09 .777 2.31 .644 -2.850 .000 
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Wording 4 3.16 .677 2.63 .660 -1.950 .079 
Mechanics 4 3.56 .619 2.75 .916 -2.110 .000 
Total 24 19.31 4.238 15.28 4.191 -3.826 .000 
*p < .05 
In summary, there were significant differences in the overall writing performance of 
the students in the two groups as measured by the tests and these could be attributed to 
the CW intervention implemented in the research site.  
 
The difference between experimental and control groups: Linguistic and 
Rhetorical Features 
Previous studies have investigated the differences of the texts produced by students 
collaboratively in terms of fluency, accuracy, and complexity (Shehadeh, 2011; 
Wigglesworth & Storch, 2009). They have reported that CW tasks could foster L2 
development: the quality of students’ written productions. Thus, in the present study, 
in order to further understand the difference between the experimental and control 
groups after the intervention, linguistic and rhetorical features of writings in the two 
instructional modes were examined. These features were related to the rubric (see 
Appendix 3) that guided the writing task performance by students and their scoring by 
the raters. The linguistic features were related to sentences, wording and mechanics 
while rhetorical features were related to topic development, organization and details. 
For instance, students received a good score on linguistic features when they could 
write complete sentences with correct grammar, or use outstanding vocabulary to 
support a topic correctly. Regarding rhetorical features, if students could express a 
strong understanding of a topic and write it clearly and effectively, they received a high 
mark on this component. One writing sample from each group at pre-and post-test was 
randomly selected for this examination (see Appendix 4).  
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Linguistic Features 
In general, from the students’ pre-test essays, it was found that they wrote a few short 
sentences without elaboration or further detail. They also committed many 
grammatical mistakes. However, unlike their pre-test essays, the post-test essays from 
the experimental group, in particular, showed a significant improvement with regard to 
sentences and mechanics. Compared to this group, the post-test essays from the control 
group showed very little improvement. 
For example, in the experimental group essay for the pre-test (See Appendix 4), Hafiz 
just listed short sentences without elaboration. His writing contains a large number 
grammatical errors which weakened his writing as he could not use appropriate verb 
types (e.g. line 1 ﻟﺰﯾﺎرة ﺑﻠﺪي  ﺗﺄﺗﻲ ﺳﻤﻌﺖ أﻧﺖ  ‘’I heard you visited my country’’ should be 
ﻟﺰﯾﺎرة ﺑﻠﺪي ﺳﻮف ﺗﺄﺗﻲ ﺳﻤﻌﺖ أﻧﻚ ‘’ I heard you will visit my country) and correct use of 
prepositions (line 2 ﺑﻠﺪي  ﻓﻲ ﺗﺄﺗﻲ   , wrong preposition, it should be ﺑﻠﺪي  إﻟﻰ )ﺗﺄﺗﻲ . These are 
two major problems Hafiz suffered from in writing. Also, the majority of his sentences 
did not provide complete thoughts.  Regarding wordings, he wrote what he was asked 
to do (i.e. 15 lines). Then, for the mechanics, he had quite a few number of spelling 
( وﻟﺪﺗﻲ ﻣﻜﺎن  ‘’my birth place’’ should be  وﻻدﺗﻲ ﻣﻜﺎن ) and punctuation errors. As a result, 
most of his writing was incomprehensible. 
However, in his post-test essay, he improved significantly. He could produce different 
lengths of sentences (e.g. lines 7, 8, 16 and 17).  Further, he used different kinds of 
verbs appropriately (e.g. past tense line 1, present tense line 10 and future tense line 
18). Also, it was amazing that of the majority of his prepositions (e.g. lines 1  ﻓﻲ ﻣﺮرت 
اﻟﻔﺼﻞ اﻟﺪراﺳﻲ  ‘’I experienced in the semester’’, line 7 زﻣﻼﺋﮫ  ﻣﻊ وﺟﺪ ﻓﺮﺻﺔ ﻟﻠﺘﺤﺪث  ‘’found 
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a chance to talk with his peers’’) and verb types in most of the paragraphs were used 
correctly. And most of his sentences expressed complete thoughts.  
In terms of wordings, he did not write more words than he had done in the pre-test 
essay. This might be because of the time constraint. He also tended to focus on 
checking the essay rather than continuing his writing. With regard to mechanics, he 
showed a lot of improvement. He was very good at spelling as he could write most of 
the words correctly using punctuation in the right place (e.g. comma in lines 3, 5, 15, 
semicolon in lines 8 and 13, and full stop in lines 6,9,11). 
From the control group, Abu Bakr’s essays (see Appendix 4) were examined as 
examples. In his pre-test essay, most of the sentences he used were very short, 
consisting of 4 to 5 words (e.g. lines1, 2, 5 & 11). The use of short sentences weakened 
his essay. Moreover, his essay had numerous errors that made it difficult for the reader 
to follow his ideas. For example, in line 5, the student used a wrong adjective to 
describe the country ھﺬا ﺑﻠﺪ ﻣﺤﺪث  (It is a modern country);  he was supposed to write 
ھﺬا ﺑﻠﺪ ﺣﺪﯾﺚ ), (e.g. in line 3, he did not mention the verb in the beginning of the sentence) 
اﻗﺘﺼﺎد ﻓﺮﻧﺴﺎ ﻣﻦ ﻣﺼﺎدر ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ  (France’s economy from different resources) as he was 
supposed to write ﯾﻌﺘﻤﺪ اﻗﺘﺼﺎد ﻓﺮﻧﺴﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺼﺎدر ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ( ). In addition, in line 11 he wrote 
اﻟﻘﻮم ﻓﻲ ﺣﺎل ﺧﻄﯿﺮ  (the Muslims is in a dangerous situation). The adjective should have 
matched the noun in terms of gender. He made the adjective masculine where it should 
have been feminine since the noun was feminine. Another example is when he wrote 
the sentence ﺧﻄﯿﺮة اﻟﻘﻮم ﻓﻲ ﺣﺎل , (e.g. line 4 اﻟﺤﺮب  اﻟﺼﻔﯿﻨﺔ ﺑﯿﻊ  (selling war ships) , it should 
be اﻟﺤﺮب  ﺳﻔﻦ وﺑﯿﻊ  because this was a genitive. The possessive must be indefinite but he 
made it definite using the article ( ال ). 
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Then, in terms of wordings, he used very basic vocabulary. Most of the words used did 
not create a very clear picture of the writing. For mechanics, he had a big number of 
spelling and punctuation errors. For instance, spelling errors can be found in line 1 
وراﺋﺴﮭﺎ  (its president) where it should be ورﺋﯿﺴﮭﺎ , in line 5, ﻋﺼﯿﻤﺘﮭﺎ  (its capital city) where 
it should be وﻋﺎﺻﻤﺘﮭﺎ ,  in line 7   اﻟﺒﺪد  (the country) where it should be   اﻟﺒﻠﺪ .  The 
punctuation errors also can be seen in line 5 ﻋﺼﻤﺘﮫ ﺑﺎرﯾﺲ ھﻲ ﻣﺪﯾﻨﺔ ﺟﻤﯿﻠﺔ  (its capital city is 
Paris it is beautiful city) where it should be وھﻲ ﻣﺪﯾﻨﺔ ﺟﻤﯿﻠﺔ  ؛ ﺑﺎرﯾﺲ  ﻋﺎﺻﻤﺘﮭﺎ  . As a result, 
the reader would find it hard to get a clear picture of his pre-test essay. 
In his post-test essay, he showed just a little improvement. For instance, he showed 
improvement in terms of the length of sentences compared to his pre-test essay. The 
improvement could be seen in lines 1 and 2 and in lines 12, 13 and 14. Grammatical 
errors were many but not as many as in the pre-test (e.g. in line 8, he wrote ﺗﻌﻠﯿﻢ ﻟﻐﺔ  
where it should have been ﺗﻌﻠﯿﻢ اﻟﻠﻐﺔ  as this is a genitive construction, the second part 
needs to be made definite by adding the article ( ال ). For wordings, he did not show 
much improvement in his writing. Words used were still basic. Lastly, in terms of 
mechanics, it can be seen that he improved a bit compared to his pre-test. For example, 
ﻻ ﺑﺪ أن ﯾﺘﺤﺪث ﻣﻊ أﺷﺨﺎص ﻓﻲ ﻧﻔﺲ درﺟﺎﺗﮫ ؛ ﻷن ﻓﻲ اﻟﻔﺼﻞ ﻣﻤﻜﻦ ﯾﺘﻜﻠﻢ ﻣﻊ اﻟﻤﺪرس وھﻮ ﻓﻮﻗﮫ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻠﻐﺔ واﻟﻄﺎﻟﺐ 
ﯾﺨﺎف أن ﯾﺨﻄﻲ.  (Students should talk to someone in his level, because in the normal class, 
student just talk to the teacher, so he is afraid from making mistakes). Here, the student 
used the semi colon (؛) which is in Arabic grammar is written just before mentioning 
the reason. Regarding punctuation, there was not much improvement as some types of 
errors the student made in the pre-test were the same types of errors in the post-test 
(e.g. line 1 ھﺬه اﻟﻄﺮﯾﻘﺔ ﻟﻠﺘﻌﻠﻢ ﺟﯿﺪة ﺟﺪا ﻷن ﺳﻤﺤﺖ ﻟﻠﻄﺎﻟﺐ....  (this way of teaching is very good 
because it allows student…) where it should be ھﺬه اﻟﻄﺮﯾﻘﺔ ﻟﻠﺘﻌﻠﻢ ﺟﯿﺪة ﺟﺪا ؛ ﻷﻧﮭﺎ ﺳﻤﺤﺖ 
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ﻟﻠﻄﺎﻟﺐ.... ) so he had to use the semicolon to state the reason or to explain more about the 
sentence. 
To sum up, the differences found in the students’ essays from the experimental and 
control groups could be due to the intervention– the way the CW (i.e. experimental) 
groups worked and interacted. That is, they negotiated during the completion of 
collaborative tasks so that they could learn from one another. In addition, they could 
also make changes throughout the writing process based on the group input. 
Rhetorical Features 
In terms of rhetorical features, the findings showed that very few Arabic rhetorical 
features were used in the students’ pre-test essays from both experimental and control 
groups. However, the students’ post-test essays from the experimental group displayed 
more frequent use of Arabic rhetorical features than the ones from the control group. 
The following are examples of rhetorical features found in two students’ pre-and post-
test essays from both experimental and control groups.  
With regard to pre-test essays, it was found that both groups used a small number of 
Arabic rhetorical features. This might be because they had just completed one course 
in Arabic rhetoric (i.e. Introduction to Arabic rhetoric). As a result, they were not 
really familiar with it. For instance, in the control group’s pre-test essay, Abu Bakr 
wrote اﻷﺷﺠﺎر ﺗﺘﺮاﻗﺺ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺟﻮاﻧﺐ اﻟﻄﺮﯾﻖ   (Trees are dancing on the road sides). In Arabic 
rhetoric, this type of rhetoric is called personification (i.e. a thing, an idea or an 
animal is given human attributes). Here, the student personified ‘the tree’ as a 
dancing being. 
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Unlike control group students, in the experimental group, Hafiz wrote وﻓﻲ ﺟﻨﻮب ﺑﻼدي 
ﺗﺮى ﻓﻲ اﻟﺸﺘﺎء اﻟﺠﺒﺎل ﻣﺜﻞ اﻟﻶﻟﺊ ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ ﯾﻜﻮن ﻓﻲ ﻗﻤﺘﮭﺎ اﻟﺜﻠﻮج  (In the south of my country in the 
winter, you see the mountains just like diamonds when the ice are in the top of them).  
This type of rhetoric is called simile (i.e. a comparison, showing similarities between 
two different things). Here, the student identified mountains ( اﻟﺠﺒﺎل ) which were like 
diamonds ( اﻟﻼﻟﻲء ). From the pre-test essays of both control and experimental groups, it 
can be seen that the use of Arabic rhetoric was very limited. This may be because 
they had some grammatical issues which affected how they described the objects in 
their writing. 
In the post-test essays, the student from the experimental group demonstrated 
significant improvement in his essay. The experimental group students used more 
complex features such as similes. For example, Rezaullah wrote ﺗﺮاﻧﺎ وﻧﺤﻦ ﻣﻨﮭﻤﻜﯿﻦ ﻓﻲ 
اﻟﻜﺘﺎﺑﺔ ﻣﺜﻞ اﻟﻄﯿﻮر ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ ﺗﺠﺘﻤﻊ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻷﻛﻞ  (if you see us while we are writing, we are like birds 
when they gather food). Here, the student used an interesting simile, as there were 
multiple senses of similarities. In particular, the image of hard-working students was 
like the image of birds gathering food – both were hard-working. 
Since the experimental group students had more time to negotiate ideas, it was found 
that they frequently used Arabic rhetoric in their writing. Another type of rhetorical 
feature that the experimental student used is called اﻟﻤﻘﺎﺑﻠﺔ  (counterpoint). For example, 
the student wrote ھﺬه اﻟﻄﺮﯾﻘﺔ ﺟﺪا ﻣﻔﯿﺪة، ﺧﺼﻮﺻﺎ ﺗﻌﺘﻤﺪ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﻌﺎون وأﻧﺎ ھﻨﺎ أذﻛﺮ ﻣﺜﻼ ھﻮ: ﻛﺪر اﻟﺠﻤﺎﻋﺔ 
ﺧﯿﺮ ﻣﻦ ﺻﻔﻮ اﻟﻔﺮﻗﺔ " (this approach is very useful as it depends on collaboration. Here I 
remember an Arabic proverb: ‘an imperfect unity is better than being pure but 
divided’). 
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On the other hand, Umamah from the control group did not show significant 
improvement in terms of his use of rhetorical features in his essays. In both his pre- 
and post-tests essays, only one or two types of figures of speech were found– 
personification, metaphor, and simile. In other words, the student still used very basic 
rhetorical features.  
In conclusion, in terms of rhetorical features, the differences between the experimental 
and the control group can be attributed to the collaborative writing practice. Unlike the 
control groups, the experimental groups managed to engage in the group discussion 
during collaborative writing activities to develop their knowledge of Arabic rhetorical 
features. As a result, they could use them more frequently in their jointly produced 
essays. 
Discussion and Summary 
This study was conducted to examine the effects of collaborative writing tasks in ASL 
classrooms. The study employed a quasi-experimental design involving mixed 
methods approaches. With regards to the first research question, the results of ANOVA 
from the pre- and post-tests indicated that while there was no statistically significant 
difference (p = .093, p > .05) between the students in the experimental groups and 
those in the control groups in their pre-test scores, their post-test mean scores 
demonstrated significant differences (p = .000, p < .05) between those writing in 
traditional group work and those using collaborative writing approach. In particular, 
the mean post-test scores of the experimental groups were slightly higher than the 
control groups. Their CW experience may have led to enhanced performance on the 
post-test writing task. In other words, since the students in the experimental groups had 
an opportunity to negotiate and to reflect on the language use (e.g. linguistic and 
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rhetorical aspects in Arabic writing) during their collaborative writing tasks, they could 
engage in problem-solving activities. As a result, they could improve their writing 
skills. Thus, the gain in the students’ writing scores from the experimental groups may 
be attributed to the collaborative writing practices.   
This finding could be framed in terms of the SCT perspective supporting the claim 
made in SCT that learning is a socially situated activity (Vygotsky, 1981). Group 
collaboration provided the power for the students to learn new content. The finding of 
this study also supported the SCT viewpoint of the importance of various constructs 
such as the ZPD, scaffolding and mediation. For instance, regarding the concept of the 
ZPD, this study provided evidence how expert and novice students learned from each 
other how to best express themselves in writing. They constructed the group ZPD 
collaboratively through collaborative dialogue (Swain, 2006), scaffolding, and 
providing feedback to one another. In addition, the study supported the importance of 
different mediational means that the students used to improve their learning (Lantòlf 
& Thorne, 2006). Evidenced in this study were the ways the students pooled their 
linguistic resources and shared personal knowledge and experiences to negotiate ideas 
and solve problems that arised during the collaborative writing activities. 
However, the effects of CW varied from one area of writing to another. The results of 
t-test indicated the writing performance of the experimental groups improved in terms 
of organization, sentences (grammar), and mechanics, but not on topic development, 
details, and wording (see Appendix 2). These results support earlier remarks by 
Shehadeh (2011) and Sajedi (2014) that collaborative writing has significant impact on 
increasing students’ writing performance in L2 specifically in the area of content, 
organization, vocabulary, but not on grammar and mechanics. A possible explanation 
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for the lack of significance is that the students not only had limited understanding and 
knowledge of the given topics, but also may have found it challenging to select 
appropriate vocabulary items to write when completing their tasks.  
Regarding details, the lack of significance was predictable because most of the 
students, based on the evaluation of their essays, focused more on grammatical 
accuracy (sentences) than on details. Indeed, the finding supports the claims made by 
previous studies (Fernández Dobao, 2014a; Sajedi, 2014; Storch, 2005; Storch & 
Wigglesworth, 2007) who stated that CW may result in the improvement of students’ 
language accuracy in their writing. Another possible explanation is that probably the 
students could not help each other to work on details of their writing due to their modest 
proficiency levels in Arabic.  
In terms of the differences between the experimental and control groups on linguistic 
and rhetorical features, the experimental group students not only showed improvement 
on the use of linguistic features, but also utilized more rhetorical features compared to 
those working in traditional group work. A possible reason is related to how students 
in the experimental group discussed the topic. Whatever topics they discussed, they 
covered all aspects of language such as linguistic and rhetorical features. On the other 
hand, the control group did not have long discussions on given topics. They just 
discussed very quickly and split the work among them. This finding is in line with what 
Jafari and Ansari (2012) found in their study investigating the effect of collaboration 
on Iranian EFL learners’ writing accuracy. While the experimental groups were 
assigned to write in pairs, the control ones wrote individually. They found that the 
experimental group wrote more accurate texts than those in the control groups. This 
result may be because students in the experimental groups focused on linguistic or 
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grammatical  accuracy and the interaction in the revision stage that resulted in more 
accurate texts. Furthermore, Nixon and McClay (2007) found that students who 
worked in collaborative groups obtained higher scores than those who wrote 
individually regarding ratings of communicative quality as well as linguistic accuracy 
and organisation.  
However, the fact that the experimental groups performend better than the control ones 
in terms of linguistic and rhetorical features is on the contrary to the study of Fernández 
Dobao (2012). She found no statistically significant difference in accuracy between 
students who wrote collaboratively and those who worked invidividually.  
All these factors may have led to the variable impact of CW on particular areas of 
writing. Overall, the most significant impact of CW is that as the students wrote 
collaboratively, their writing showed notable improvement in terms of organization, 
sentences, and mechanics. One explanation is that CW activities provided the students 
with more opportunities to negotiate and receive feedback from their peers on those 
aspects while writing. Further, when working in small groups collaboratively, the 
students were able to pool their resources to produce better quality texts.  
 
Chapter 8. Conclusions and Implications  
This chapter reviews the four research questions that guided the research in the study, 
and presents the final discussion by linking the findings together across the previous 
chapters to get an overall picture of the implementation of collaborative writing 
approach in ASL writing classrooms. This chapter also discusses the implications of 
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the present study for collaborative writing in the ASL contexts. It presents the 
conclusions and recommendations for practice from the study. This chapter also 
provides some suggestions for future research studies that build on the findings from 
this research. 
Summary of the Study 
This study investigated the process and the effect of the implementation of 
collaborative writing activities based on the framework of Vygotsky’s (1978) 
sociocultural theory (SCT), particularly on the three aspects of the theory: Zone of 
Proximal Development, Mediation, and Scaffolding. Vygotskian sociocultural theory 
is relevant to the study, as this framework promotes social interaction among learners 
in L2 learning so that they can learn from each other to co-construct knowledge about 
language. For example, when L2 learners work collaboratively in a writing task, they 
can participate in producing one written text with a shared responsibility. The study 
also explored how learners engaged with CW tasks, and how Arabic teachers and 
learners perceived the implementation of CW in writing tasks after a substantial period 
of engagement in collaborative writing tasks. The study sought to capture the reciprocal 
relationship between collaborative writing practices and the development of learners’ 
writing skills.   
A classroom-based writing activity was designed which promoted a CW approach that 
was embedded in a common framework of task-based language learning considering 
the writing process (i.e. the patterns of interaction, the types of Language Related 
Episodes (LREs) produced and how they were resolved), the perceptions of students 
and teachers, and the the quality of learners’ Arabic writing tasks. This study used an 
embedded quasi-experimental mixed methods research design (i.e. data collection and 
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analysis were conducted quantitatively and qualitatively). The basis of this design was 
that a single data set was not sufficient to address different research questions (Creswell 
& Clark, 2011). Thus, different types of data were required to complement the 
application of a quasi-experimental design, and thereby addressing the main goal of 
the study. In the present study, the researcher embedded qualitative methods (e.g. 
audiotaping classroom observations and taking field notes during the intervention, and 
conducting semi-structured interviews with teachers and students at the end of the 
treatment) to investigate the process of an intervention (e.g. patterns of interactions 
students formed during collaborative writing activities and how they resolved 
Language Related Episodes (LREs) during their interaction) and to explain the teacher 
and student perceptions regarding their CW experiences. Quantitative methods, on the 
other hand, were used to understand the frequency distribution of LREs used in group 
work and to evaluate the effect of CW on students’ writing outcomes. 
The study was conducted in four parallel classes over a 12-week semester . Each class 
consisted of 16 students. Two of the four classes were set as experimental groups while 
the other two groups were controls. Thus, both experimental and control groups had 
thirty-two students each. The experimental and control classes were taught by two 
different teachers who used the same syllabus and textbook materials provided by the 
institute. However, while the experimental classes implemented a collaborative writing 
approach (i.e. in which group members worked together more or less sequentially on 
different aspects of writing tasks), control classes were involved in traditional group 
work (i.e. in which group members worked on different aspects of writing tasks more 
or less concurrently). In each class, the students were divided into small groups each 
of which consisted of four students. 
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Given that the study aimed to  examine the potential of CW in developing learners’ L2 
writing ability in the ASL contex, four main research questions guided the investigation 
including:   
1. How do ASL learners engage with each other during the writing tasks? 
2. Is there a difference between collaborative writing groups and traditional small 
groups in terms of the frequency of Language Related Episodes (LREs) 
produced and how LREs are resolved? 
3. How do ASL learners and teachers perceive the implementation of a 
collaborative writing approach? 
4. Is there a difference in students’ ASL writing performance in collaborative 
writing groups and traditional small groups? What are the linguistic and 
rhetorical features of writings in the two instructional modes that may explain 
the differences in their performance? 
The first and second research questions dealt with the interactional patterns of ASL 
students and the characteristics differentiating these patterns, and the types of 
Language Related Episodes (LREs) produced and how they were resolved. The theory 
used in the study was sociocultural theory which was mainly on the work of Vygotsky. 
Previous studies have examined patterns of interaction among pairs (e.g. Storch, 2002; 
Wigglesworth & Storch, 2009) and small groups (e.g. Edstrom, 2015) within a 
sociocultural theoretical framework. Other studies have investigated the types of LREs 
and how they were resolved (e.g. Abadikhah, 2011; Fernández Dobao, 2012). 
Therefore, this study extends the relatively small body of research on the writing 
process by investigating the patterns of small group interaction, the types of LREs 
produced and how they were resolved.  The main source of data to address these two 
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questions was the audiotapes of classroom observations and field notes during the 
intervention, which later were transcribed and analysed.  
The third research question was related to the teachers’ and students’ perceptions of 
traditional group work and collaborative writing experiences in the ASL writing 
classroom. To address this question, the researcher interviewed the student and teacher 
participants after the intervention ended. The interviews were audiorecorded and used 
to generate qualitative data about teachers and students’ perceptions of CW. Once the 
interview data were transcribed, thematic analysis was conducted to examine how 
teachers and perceived the implementation of CW in the ASL writing classroom. 
The fourth research question aimed to examine the the effect of CW on students’ 
writing outcomes. In this exploration, a pretest-posttest design (a quantitative method) 
was employed in order to investigate student participants’ performance before and after 
the experimental manipulation. Both experimental and control groups whose 
participants were randomly assigned by class completed pre- and post-tests. Results of 
these tests were used and compared to see any changes or differences across the groups 
before and after the intervention. For pre- and post-tests, participants were assigned to 
write 500-word descriptive texts which were developed by the researcher. Both 
experimental and control groups whose participants were randomly assigned by class 
completed pre- and post-tests. Results of these tests were used and compared to see any 
changes or differences across the groups before and after the intervention. For pre- and 
post-tests, participants were assigned to write 500-word descriptive texts which were 
developed by the researcher. 
Student participants’ pre- and post-tests were assessed by using an analytical writing 
rubric (see Appendix 3.). The writing rubric was used to determine the difference in 
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the students’ writing performance between the two groups on the pre- and post-tests. 
The writing rubric includes six component areas: topic development, organization, 
details, sentences, wording, and mechanics on a 4-point scale. Each component may 
receive a mark of one (the lowest mark) to four (the highest), thus 24 was the highest 
score a participant text could obtain. The rubric is based on the fact that composition 
consists of different components (Weigle, 2002), which enables teachers to retrieve 
information from students’ writing performance. Moreover, it is deemed more suitable 
for L2 writing contexts as it provides assessment with more details (Weigle, 2002).  
The contribution of CW in improving ASL learners’ writing outcomes was examined 
by comparing results of both groups’ pretests and posttest scores. This comparision 
was conducted by by using Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 
23.0 application. This application was applied to compare results of pre- and post-tests 
from experimental and traditional groups. Since the study was primarily a quasi-
experimental design with non-equivalent comparison groups (i.e. no control group 
assignment through the mechanism of random assignment due to inadequate resources 
to conduct randomization), the analysis procedure employed one way analysis of 
variance (ANOVA) to statistically control differences or extraneous variables between 
treated and comparison groups that may affect results of the experiment (Green & 
Salkind, 2003; Hinkel et al., 2003). Through this procedure, the researcher was able to 
examine the effect of collaborative writing (i.e. as an independent variable) on ASL 
learners’ writing outcomes (i.e. a dependent variable) although student participants are 
not assigned randomly to treated and comparison groups. 
Summary of the Findings 
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The main findings of the study are presented in this section. The following section 
discusses these findings in detail.  
Main Findings 
• Four main patterns of small group interaction were identified in this study: while 
the experimental groups displayed collaborative and expert/expert/novice/novice 
patterns, the control groups showed cooperative and 
dominant/dominant/passive/passive patterns of interaction across the three tasks. 
These patterns were examined based on Storch’s (2002) dyadic interaction model 
drawing on Damon and Phelps’ (1989) criteria of equality and mutuality. 
• Particular linguistic traits are more common in several patterns of small group 
interaction than others.  
• Patterns of small group interaction generally remain stable. The genre of writing 
tasks and the duration of tasks did not influence the patterns.  
• The implementation of collaborative writing approach may affect positively the 
frequency and outcome of LREs, but did not really influence the focus of LREs. 
In particular, the experimental groups generated more LREs than the control 
groups. Despite individual difference among group members, the experimental 
groups paid more attention to language and were more successful at resolving 
language related problems than the control ones. 
• Learners’ and teachers’ perceptions shape their learning and teaching 
collaborative writing experiences. 
• There were significant differences in the overall writing performance of the 
students in the experimental and control groups as measured by the tests and 
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these could be attributed to the CW intervention implemented across the three 
tasks over a 12-week semester.  
• The difference between the experimental and control groups can be distinguished 
with linguistic and rhetorical features found in their texts.  
Further discussion of these main findings is presented based on the four research 
questions of the study.  
Pattern of small group interaction and their different features 
This study found four distinctive patterns of small group interaction: collaborative, 
expert/expert/novice/novice patterns, cooperative and 
dominant/dominant/passive/passive patterns of interaction. The researcher used 
Storch’s (2002) dyadic interaction model drawing on Damon and Phelps’ (1989) 
criteria of (1) equality, identified as the degree of participants’ contribution to the 
joint tasks; and (2) mutuality, measured as the degree of engagement with a peer’s 
contribution. 
In the case of the expemerintal groups, collaborative pattern of small group 
interaction show that both equality and mutuality are high. In such small groups, they 
jointly contribute to develop the topic of their essay and engage with each other’s 
ideas – they show evidence of co-construction reached via dialogic interaction. They 
extend each other’s ideas. They also engage with each other’s opinions by providing 
positive feedback in order to confirm their agreements. An 
expert/expert/novice/novice pattern of interaction is one that displays low equality, 
but low to moderate mutuality. That is, the ‘expert’ group members attempted to 
make sure joint contribution by assisting the ‘novice’ group members  to come to a 
decision. Their dialogue can be used to invite the novice in the process of resolving a 
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problem. In the case of control groups, a cooperative pattern of interaction is one that 
is moderate on equality, but low on mutuality. It displays little social interaction 
among group members. At the beginning of the writing process, they start sharing 
their responsibilities. Even though each group member contributes to the essay, there 
is limited engagement with each other’s feedback. Finally, a 
dominant/dominant/passive/passive pattern of small group interaction  is one that is 
low both on equality and mutuality. Here, one or two group members are quite active 
and dominate the discussion, the rest shows limited participation (passive). 
Table 30 summarises the findings, showing the number of small groups identified to 
display distinctive patterns of interaction across the three tasks.  
Table 30. The patterns of interaction in the experimental and control groups across 
the tasks 
Groups Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 
Experimental 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
 
Collaborative 
Expert/Novice 
Expert/Novice 
Expert/Novice 
Dominant/Passive 
Collaborative 
Expert/Novice 
Collaborative 
 
Collaborative 
Expert/Novice 
Collaborative 
Collaborative 
Expert/Novice 
Collaborative 
Expert/Novice 
Expert/Novice 
 
Collaborative 
Expert/Novice 
Expert/Novice 
Dominant/Passive 
Collaborative 
Collaborative 
Collaborative 
Collaborative  
Control 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
 
Dominant/Passive 
Dominant/Passive 
Cooperative 
Expert/Novice 
Dominant/Passive 
Cooperative 
Dominant/Passive 
Dominant/Passive 
 
Dominant/Passive 
Cooperative 
Cooperative 
Cooperative 
Dominant/Passive 
Cooperative 
Cooperative 
Dominant/Passive 
 
Cooperative 
Cooperative 
Expert/Novice 
Cooperative 
Dominant/Passive 
Cooperative 
Dominant/Passive 
Dominant/Passive 
 
The table shows that patterns of small group interaction were comparatively stable. 
Patterns of interaction formed in Task 1 persisted across the rest of the tasks. Only two 
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groups (Group 4 and 5) in the experimental groups showed a dynamic pattern of 
interaction. For instance, Group 4 moved over time from an expert/novice to a 
collaborative, and finally to a dominant/passive pattern of interaction. On the other 
hand, in the control groups, Group 3 and 4 showed a dynamic pattern of interaction 
across the three tasks (e.g. Group 3 moved from a cooperative pattern in Task 1 and 2 
to an expert/novice pattern in Task 3).  
In a more detailed analysis, important characteristics (i.e. the frequency of requests and 
questions, explanations given, collaborative completion and simultaneous talk, the use 
of repetitions, the use of phatic utterances and pronouns) in the interaction of four 
selected small groups were closely examined. In collaborative and expert/novice small 
groups, for instance, the researcher found that the group members used a larger number 
of requests and questions, compared to those in cooperative and dominant/passive 
small groups. These requests and questions had various functions during small group 
interaction, such as to draw the group members’ attention to particular language 
features and to allow them to provide and receive feedback about language. Regarding 
the explanations offered during the interaction, collaborative and expert/novice small 
groups also tended to explain some information about language use than cooperative 
and dominant/passive small groups did. 
The results of the current study confirm what previous studies have reported regarding 
patterns of dyadic interaction (e.g. Storch, 2002) and small group (triadic) interaction 
(e.g. Edstrom, 2015) that the collaborative and expert/novice patterns of interaction are 
superior than the cooperative (i.e. dominant/dominant) and dominant/passive patterns 
of interaction. While both collaborative and expert/novice patterns of interaction allow 
better engagement by all group members to share ideas and to pool knowledge or to 
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provide scaffolded assistance during writing activities, cooperative and 
dominant/passive interaction styles result in unproductive working conditions – 
escalating tension among group members.  
The next section highlights on how these four distinguished patterns of small group 
interactions dealt with Language Related Episodes (LREs) during the interaction and 
how they resolved them.  
Language Related Episodes (LREs) 
The researcher examined the frequency of LREs and how each group in different 
patterns of small group interaction resolved LREs identified in both the experimental 
and control groups during classroom observations and in students’ verbal interaction. 
Following Storch (2001b), the researcher coded and categorised LREs based on the 
focus of students’ attention when they talked about the language they produced during 
the completion of their joint tasks (especially in the editing stage). There were three 
types of LREs: Form-focused (e.g. grammatical choices), Lexis-focused (e.g. 
vocabulary choices), and mechanics-focused (e.g. punctuation and spelling) LREs 
(Swain & Lapkin, 2001).  
In terms of the focus of LREs, both experimental and control groups focused on 
grammar and lexis. However, the experimental groups produced a higher number and 
percentage of mechanics-focused LREs than the control groups (see Chapter 5). 
Regarding the resolution of LREs, the experimental groups were more successful at 
resolving linguistic-related problems than the control ones. The analysis shows that the 
collaborative and expert/novice small groups are able to reach a correct resolution with 
a higher percentage of their problems since they actively engage in the discussion, and 
have more linguistic resources than the control groups. Through the interactions, they 
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are able to pool and share their knowledge to solve problems encountered. Evidence of 
collective scaffolding (i.e. learners in small groups pool their language resources to co-
construct grammatical knowledge or sentences which are beyond their individual level 
of competence (Donato, 1994)) were also seen during the classroom observation. 
Unlike in the experimental groups, the control groups (i.e. the cooperative and 
dominant/passive small groups) tend to be more passive in their discussion. As a result, 
they are unable to resolve LREs successfully. For instance, in the cooperative small 
groups, although they show high levels of engagement across the three tasks, there is 
no process of co-construction. Rather, most episodes show how each group member 
insisted on their own suggestions without considering others’ suggestions. 
Moreover, the findings suggest that the experimental groups (the collaborative and 
expert/novice small groups) produce less non-interactively resolved episodes than the 
control groups (the cooperative and dominant/passive small groups) across the three 
tasks. In particular, the experimental groups displayed a relatively high level of 
engagement in the resolution process, and therefore produce a substantial proportion 
of on-task LREs resolved interactively.  
Similar findings have also been documented in previous studies of dyadic interaction 
(e.g. Fernández Dobao, 2012; Storch, 2005; Watanabe & Swain, 2007) and small group 
interaction (e.g. Edstrom, 2015) explaining that collaborative problem solving 
activities were likely to take place if all group members applied a collaborative 
orientation and wanted to engage with each other’s contributions. The findings of this 
study confirm that if one group member showed either a dominant or a passive 
behaviour, it can lead to lower LRE frequency and the number of correctly resolved 
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LREs. Unfortunately, not all small group interaction can offer equal opportunities for 
co-construction of knowledge.  
The following section presents how learners and teachers perceived CW activities.  
  
Learners’ and Teachers’ Perceptions of Collaborative Writing 
The study found that all students in the experimental groups felt very positive about 
CW activities. They thought CW is beneficial not only to enhance their writing skills, 
but also to provide them opportunities to develop their Arabic language particularly 
grammar knowledge and their vocabulary size. That is, CW enables them to generate 
ideas and pool them together in order to write a joint text. Most of their perspectives 
on CW tasks were similar to the findings in previous CW studies (e.g. Fernández 
Dobao & Blum, 2013; Shehadeh, 2011; Storch, 2005). Likewise, most students in the 
control groups felt quite positive about writing in traditional group work (cooperative 
writing). Despite the fact that they have no experience to write in small groups, they 
felt the group writing activities are meaningful. In other words, they felt that their 
writing skills improved much. However, some students in the control groups felt that 
the writing activities in small groups are not useful and waste too much time to finish 
a piece of writing.  
In addition, the study also found that most students in the experimental groups enjoyed 
working in the small groups. They felt that sharing with other group members could 
add up their ideas in writing and help them in solving grammar problems. The writing 
activities in small groups also gain their vocabulary size. Unlike the experimental 
groups, few students in the control groups tended to work in pairs or individually. They 
found it difficult to express themselves in a group of four. They could not negotiate 
well with other group members. As a result, they were just being passive during the 
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interaction as other group members tried to dominate the discussion. Thus, while most 
students in the experimental groups show a strong preference for working in small 
groups, several students in the control groups prefer to write in pairs or individually. 
The study also analysed teachers’ perspectives on traditional group work and the 
collaborative writing approach. Although it was their first experience to assign students 
in small groups to write a text, they felt enthusiastic about the affordance of these 
approaches. In particular, the teacher who taught in the experimental class observed 
that the students enjoyed the CW tasks. He felt that the students could learn from their 
peers regarding grammar in writing tasks. Unlike the teacher of the experimental class, 
the teacher who taught in the control class felt that the students did not write the text 
jointly. He noticed that they spent to work individually on each part of the writing text. 
Some students in the control class tended to be passive while others dominated the 
discussion. In summary, both teachers thought that group work in writing activities can 
be a potential tool to enhance students’ writing skills if the activities are well designed 
and monitored to make sure each group member has equal opportunities to participate 
in the discussion and no one dominates the discussion. 
The following section illustrates how CW tasks had an impact on the students’ writing 
outcome. In particular, the section shows there is a significant difference between the 
experimental and the control groups in terms of their pre- and post-test results and 
linguistic and rhetorical features found in their essays.  
Students’ Writing Quality  
To evaluate students’ writing quality, their pre- and post-test essays were assessed by 
using an analytical writing rubric (see Appendix 3.). The writing rubric includes six 
component areas: topic development, organization, details, sentences, wording, and 
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mechanics on a 4-point scale. Each component may receive a mark of one (the lowest 
mark) to four (the highest), thus 24 was the highest score a participant text could get. 
The writing rubric was used to determine the difference in the students’ writing 
performance between the two groups on the pre- and post-tests.  
The scores of the pre- and post-tests were  then analysed statistically by using SPSS 
version 23.0 application. This application was applied to compare results of pre- and 
post-tests from experimental and traditional groups. Since the study was primarily a 
quasi-experimental design with non-equivalent comparison groups (i.e. no control 
group assignment through the mechanism of random assignment due to inadequate 
resources to conduct randomization), the analysis procedure employed one way 
analysis of variance (ANOVA) to statistically control differences or extraneous 
variables between treated and comparison groups that may affect results of the 
experiment (Green & Salkind, 2003; Hinkel et al., 2003). Through this procedure, the 
researcher was able to examine the effect of collaborative writing (i.e. as an 
independent variable) on ASL learners’ writing outcomes (i.e. a dependent variable) 
although student participants are not assigned randomly to treated and comparison 
groups. 
The study found that, unlike those in control groups, the students from experimental 
groups benefited from collaborative writing approach as they made some significant 
improvements on organization, sentences, mechanics, although not on topic 
development, details, and wording. In other words, there were significant differences 
in the overall writing performance of the students in the two groups as measured by the 
tests and these could be attributed to the CW approach. Previous research on dyads and 
small groups have also documented a significant effect of CW on improving students’ 
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L2 writing (e.g. Shehadeh, 2011; Storch, 2005; Storch & Wigglesworth, 2007). For 
instance, Shehadeh (2011) found that CW had an overall significant impact on 
enhancing students’ L2 writing skills although the effect varied from one area to 
another – the impact was significant in the areas of vocabulary, organization, and 
content, but not grammar or mechanics. This may be related to the proficiency level of 
the students. When the students’ English proficiency level was low, the students could 
not assist each other, for instance, with the required grammatical accuracy. However, 
as shown in the current study, despite a low Arabic proficiency level, as long as the 
students worked collaboratively, CW had a significant effect on the areas of sentences 
(grammar), organization, and mechanics. 
Furthermore, the study also found that, regarding the linguistic and rhetorical features, 
the experimental groups performed better than the control ones. For instance, with 
regards to the linguistic features (e.g. sentences and mechanics), the experimental 
groups displayed a more significant improvement than the control ones. That is, the 
experimental groups could produce different lengths of sentences and used different 
kinds of verbs appropriately in their essays. Moreover, most of the sentences written 
expressed complete thoughts. Similarly, in terms of rhetorical features, the 
experimental groups demonstrated significant improvement in their post-test essays. In 
particular, they displayed more frequent use of Arabic rhetorical features (e.g. 
personification, metaphor, and simile) than the ones from the control groups. It was 
because they had more time to negotiate ideas and received feedback from their peers. 
Consequently, the experimental groups could use rhetorical features more frequently 
in their jointly written essays. 
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Implications of the Study 
This study has important theoretical and pedagogical implications First, theoretically, 
since the study was framed within sociocultural theory (particularly the constructs of 
ZPD and scaffolding), the findings of the study provided support for viewpoints in the 
sociocultural theory: “interactions as developmental processes” in learning (Ohta, 
2000, p. 54), and different skills among group members enabling several important 
constructs in SCT such as the  ZPD and scaffolding to arise in groups (Donato, 1994). 
Regarding the validation of the concept of ZPD, this study, for instance, provided 
evidence that both ‘expert’ and ‘novice’ learners constructed collaborative the group 
ZPD through languaging (i.e., collaborative dialogue) (Swain, 2006) , scaffolding, and 
providing feedback to one another. It is worth mentioning that this study confirmed the 
SCT viewpoint of the fluidity of expert and novice roles (Donato, 2004) by showing 
the ways where group members took turn in performing these roles. Further, the 
findings of the study confirmed the claims made in SCT that learning is a socially 
situated activity (Vygotsky, 1981) by showing evindece of the ways where students 
learned through interactions with each other within their groups.  The study also 
supported a claim that learning language not only showed cognitive development but 
also create social relationships among group members (Storch, 2001a).  
The current study also added to the body of literature on CW from the view of 
sociocultural theory. The findings of the study confirmed the main claim made in SCT 
that learning is embedded in the social and cultural contexts of the students. In 
particular, it emphasized the role of sociocultural theory in examining and elaborating 
interactions in CW activities in L2 contexts, such as in ASL classrooms. This study 
suggested that CW activities where students jointly wrote their essays enable them to 
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get opportunities to communicate meaningfully and purposefully, and to engage them 
in thinking processes that may be a potential source of L2 learning.  
Another significant theoretical contribution of the study is that the findings of the study 
indicated that the effect of CW not only influences the language accuracy (i.e. 
grammatical accuracy), but also the aspects of organization and mechanics. In relation 
to the quantitative data (see Chapter 7), the results of the study indicate that some 
aspects of students’ L2 writing (i.e. sentences, organization, and mechanics) 
significantly improved because of the CW approach. Based on the interview data (see 
Chapter 6), CW benefited them in terms of grammar and vocabulary. Most students in 
the experimental groups, for instance, felt positive about CW activities as CW activities 
allowed them to share and pool ideas, negotiate, plan and produce their jointly 
produced texts. The findings of the study supported the importance of different 
mediational means that the students used to improve their learning (Lantòlf & Thorne, 
2006). Evidenced in this study were the ways the students pooled their linguistic 
resources and shared personal knowledge and experiences to negotiate ideas and solve 
problems that arised during the collaborative writing activities. 
Second, pedagogically, the results of the study provide empirical evidence of the 
benefits of CW in the L2 writing classroom. The findings indicated that CW activities 
can provide students with a positive environment in the classroom – promoting student 
collaboration in L2 learning. In addition, CW activities increase their achievement and 
motivation to improve their writing skills. They can help and build on each other’s 
contributions. 
Another important pedagogical contribution of the study is the pertinence of CW to the 
teaching and learning process in the ASL writing context. As mentioned earlier, given 
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that there has been little or no research that has specifically investigated the effects of 
CW on students’ writing skills in the context of Arabic learning, this study was 
significant to teachers in Saudi Arabia as well as to ASL learners. In particular, the 
findings of this study had the potential to provide a better understanding of how ASL 
teachers should design CW activities in their classrooms to enhance ASL students’ 
writing outcomes including group formation and instructional designs.  
Regarding group formation, for instance, teachers should consider their students’ 
individual characteristics and learning styles when assigning them into small groups. 
If students agree that the teacher should decide upon the group members, implementing 
a careful selection strategy may be better than randomly selecting the group members, 
as the teachers in this study did. This technique will minimise students’ reservation to 
work with other group members who are either dominant or too passive. Then, 
assigning them to work in smaller groups (e.g., in groups of two or three members) 
would be more effective than working in bigger groups. As the findings suggested, in 
the group of four, one member often tended to have little contribution and engagement 
because of lack of motivation or peer domination. Lastly, as it is not always possible 
for students to work with group members who can perfectly match their preferences, 
they need to practice to develop their social skills along with changes of peers and 
groups. This leads to the next pedagogical implication which relates to the instructional 
designs. 
Given that the participants had limited prior knowledge of different types of writing 
and lack of experience in group work as indicated in the findings, teachers should 
provide more various resources related to the writing genres to the class and incorporate 
them into their teaching instructions. To assist students for the group work completion, 
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the findings suggested that teachers should structure and gradually present the tasks in 
relation to the level of difficulty, complexity, and quantity by taking into account some 
aspects such students’ level of Arabic proficiency and their experience with 
collaborative writing activities. The researcher would suggest that teachers should 
introduce how the activities are assessed including the writing rubric used. To increase 
their motivation to do the collaborative writing tasks, teachers may assign some portion 
of the course score to student participation in the activities, adding to the the basis for 
assessment.  
Teachers should also recognise the differences and the similarities between cooperative 
and collaborative group work, and introduce them to their students. If necessary, 
teachers should train their students to work in group so that students understand the 
group work conditions and achieve successful learning. At the beginning of the tasks, 
for example, teachers can assign students particular roles and stress the significance of 
shared responsibility for the group work. Teachers have to make sure that students 
understand the equally important role each group member has in the group. As 
indicated in the findings, teachers should be facilitative to address task-related 
problems and conflicts occurring in the groups regarding power dynamics and 
relationships formed during the interaction.  
In summary, this study shed both theoretical and pedagogical light on CW particularly 
in the ASL setting. The study provides a wider concept of L2 acquisition which 
involves not only cognitive processes but also participation and activities (Lantòlf & 
Thorne, 2006), as shown in the study that CW activities can facilitate student 
participation and discussion in producing good quality essays. In other words, CW 
activities can contribute to students’ L2 learning.  
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Limitations of the Study 
The current study has several limitations. Firstly, the relatively small sample size and 
the specific age group in a specific learning context may be a limitation in generalizing 
the results. Results from a study with a larger sample might differ from the findings of 
the current study. Moreover, the findings of the study were obtained from investigation 
conducted with ASL students in an Arabic language institute. Thus, the findings of the 
study may differ from those of tertiary, secondary, or primary students who learn other 
languages as first, second or foreign language such as English.  
Secondly, the time constraints and the small number of writing tasks may limit the 
generalizability of the results. Only nine weeks (i.e. 50 minutes per meeting each week) 
were available to complete three writing tasks for data collection. Even though the 
researcher observed and audiotaped the verbal interactions of the students during the 
activities, language ouput of the three writing tasks over a short period of time may not 
really have an impact on the language development of the students in the ASL writing 
classrooms. A longer period of data collection and a wide range of writing tasks can 
reduce the imminent limitations of the study.  
Thirdly, although semi-structured interviews may be an appropriate tool to elicit 
teachers’ and students’ perceptions of CW activities (Shehadeh, 2011; Storch, 2005; 
Storch & Wigglesworth, 2007), using surveys as another tool in collecting more 
personal views from the participants seems to be useful since not all students could 
express their perspectives very well about their CW experiences. Further, only 16 out 
of 64 participants were available to be interviewed. If more participants were able to 
be interviewed, it might have shed more light to the results of the study.  
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Finally, in the current study, the students’ pre- and post-test essays were assessed by 
global scales (i.e. an analytical writing rubric (see Appendix 3)) based on the two 
raters’ assessment on the students’ performance on six components of writing: topic 
development, organization, details, sentences, wording, and mechanics. Therefore, the 
writing measures used in the study may influence the results of the study and limit the 
generalizability of the results. In particular, the results of the study using different 
measures such error-free clauses (i.e. quantifying the proportion of error-free clauses 
with regards to the total number of all clauses used in a text)  as measures of 
grammatical and lexical accuracy (e.g. Storch, 2005; Storch & Wigglesworth, 2007) 
may differ from the current study and Shehadeh’s (2011) study which used an 
analytical writing rubric.  
Despite these limitations, the study has attempted to address the research questions well 
and has several important findings. The study has revealed the patterns of small group 
interaction from both the experimental and control groups, types of LREs and how they 
were resolved during the interactions, teachers’ and students’ perceptions of CW, and 
the effect of CW on the students’ writing outcomes.  
Directions for Further Research 
The study has filled some gaps in the growing body of the literature on CW and 
reported several important findings of a small scale mixed-method study in the ASL 
setting. However, some other aspects require further research. 
First, despite being perceived as a solitary activity, writing has become a social activity 
in an interactive classroom setting. Moreover, collaborative group work can promote 
peer learning as learning is considered as an interactive process among students. 
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Regarding L2 writing, CW has been increasingly examined to explain how CW 
benefits L2 students while using the target language meaningfully. In the current study, 
the ASL students were assigned in small groups of 4 students over a 9-week semester. 
Through the small group writing activities, the students exchanged their ideas and co-
construct knowledge in order to write their three different joint essays. The pedagogical 
implication of CW when the groups work with different group members in different 
tasks should be further investigated.  
Second, few studies have documented the concern of L2 teachers about students who 
worked in dyads or small groups used their first language (L1) instead of the L2 (e.g. 
Shehadeh, 2011; Storch & Aldosari, 2010). These studies found that the students 
during the pair work activities frequently used L1 for task management and for 
discussions about vocabulary. In the current study, since the students came from a wide 
range of first language backgrounds including French, German, Bahasa Indonesia, 
Malay, Urdu, Hindi, Bengali, Pashto, Dhivehi, Spanish, and Portuguese, they used L2 
(i.e. Arabic) during CW activities. Further research regarding the effect of the use of 
L1 or L2 in CW activities in second or foreign language settings on task fulfilment and 
L2 learning is needed.  
Third, it is important to examine the quality of students’ joint texts during CW activities 
and compare them with their texts when completed individually. In the current study, 
the researcher just assessed the students’ pre- and post-test essays. Future studies may 
need to closely examine linguistic, rhetorical, and discourse features of students’ joint 
texts and the features of individual texts produced after the CW activities in order to 
better understand how CW impacts on students’ writing outcomes.  
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Fourth, this study was conducted in face-to-face CW activities in the ASL context. 
Recently, there are writing activities in the ASL context that use technology 
applications (e.g. Wikis and Google Docs) to assist students to write collaboratively 
outside of the classrooms. Accordingly, future research need to explore the use of the 
technology applications in CW activities particularly in the ASL context and how it 
mediates group interactions when completing CW tasks.  
Finally, the growing body of research on CW activities has mainly investigated 
interactions among students. However, investigation about the interaction between 
students and teachers during CW activities are scarce. In the current study, the 
researcher only addressed the teachers’ perceptions of CW. In addition, some students 
interviewed commented on the role of teachers in CW activites. Nevertheless, the 
researcher did not discuss it since the focus of the study was student interaction within 
their small groups, not teacher-student interaction. Thus, Further studies need to delve 
into the active participation of teachers in CW activities, and examine how teachers 
can facilitate students’ L2 learning in CW activities.   
To conclude, this study has found not only that there are distinct patterns of small group 
interactions, as confirmed by previous studies (e.g. Edstrom, 2015; Hanjani & Li, 2014; 
Storch, 2009), but that distinct patterns of small group interaction have significant 
contributions to the ASL students’ language development. However, not all patterns of 
small group interactions can facilitate language learning (Storch, 2002, 2005, 2013). 
The results of this study show that when the students adopted collaborative and 
expert/expert/novice/novice, language learning may take place. Compared to 
cooperative and dominant/dominant/passive/passive patterns, collaborative and 
expert/expert/novice/novice  patterns may provide the student with opportunities for 
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L2 learning. It can be seen from the implementation of collaborative writing approach 
that has had a positive impact on the outcome of LREs (in which the students 
successfully resolved LREs) and the on students’ overall writing performance. This 
positive impact can also be reflected from how the students perceived the collaborative 
writing. Thus, this study confirms the relevance of Vygotskian sociocultural theory to 
small group learning in the ASL context. In other words, the research argues that 
interaction is important for language learning.  
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Appendices 
 
Appendix 1. Classroom Observation Notes 
 
Project: Collaborative Writing in Arabic as a Second Language (ASL)   
                Classrooms in Saudi Arabia: A Mixed-method Study 
Setting: 
Time:  
Date: 
Length of observation: 
Observer: 
  
Descriptive notes Reflective notes 
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Researcher’s extended reflective notes (this should be completed as soon as the 
observation finishes) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix 2. Interview Questions 
 
Interview Questions for Students 
 
A. Background information 
1. Can you tell me about your learning experience of Arabic?  
a. When (from whom, with what) did you learn Arabic?  
b. Have you ever taken a writing class in the Arabic-speaking countries or 
Saudi Arabia? 
B. Perceptions of Collaborative Writing (CW) or Traditional Group Work 
(TGW) 
2. What are your overall perceptions about this twelve-week writing program? 
a. What are your perceptions on your written production?  
b. What are the differences before and after participation in this program?  
3. Can you tell me about your perceptions of CW/TGW? 
a. What about writing in pairs, individually, or in a large group?  
b. What strategy did you use during CW/TGW? 
4. Can you tell me about a relationship between writing and learning Arabic? 
a What were your perceptions of writing activities in Arabic?  
	 232	
b What things did you notice when you got involved in writing activities?  
c What relationship is between writing and learning Arabic?  
C. Experiences in doing writing tasks in group 
5. How was the performance of Task 1, 2, or 3 compared to the other two tasks? 
a. Which task were you most/least interested in? If so, why?  
b. Which task are you confident in performing by yourself in the future?  
D. Challenges and opportunities in CW/TGW practices 
6. Can you tell me about your classroom atmosphere? 
a. What was your behavior in the writing classes?  
b. What about the teacher’s intervention in the writing classes?  
c. What interruption or influence did you get from other groups? If so, what 
else?  
d. What are the benefits of using CW/TGW in writing activities? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Interview Questions for Teachers 
 
A. Background information 
1. How long have you been an Arabic as Second Language (ASL) teacher? 
Where did you obtain your qualifications (Teaching Diploma, BA, MA, 
PhD)? 
2. How would you describe yourself as a student in each of those training 
programs? Did you use any strategies to study or teach Arabic well?  
3. How would you describe the interactions between teachers and students back 
then? 
4. From what sources did you learn Arabic before you were admitted to higher 
education? 
B. Perceptions of Collaborative Writing (CW)/ Traditional Group Work (TGW) 
1. Are you aware that CW/TGW is considered as a good approach in the ASL 
writing contexts? How come? Do you think CW/TGW is important to 
language learning particularly in L2 writing? Why? Why not?  
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2. What do you understand by ‘CW/TGW’? How would you sum up your views, 
in some sentences, on what it means to you? 
3. How come do you develop the views you hold today about CW/TGW?  
a. Is it an issue in your training programs (pre-service or in-service)? 
b. Have you worked in other contexts where CW/TGW is considered 
important? 
c. Do you think you were aware of CW/TGW when you studied Arabic in 
high school or university? 
4. In general, what do you think are the teachers’ most important roles in 
CW/TGW? How do you see your role in helping students manage their 
learning in CW/TGW practices? 
5. What do you think your students expect you to do for them? Do you and your 
students have similar opinions on peer or teacher roles? How?  
C. Experiences in Implementing CW/TGW in ASL settings 
1. In general, how significant is CW/TGW practices in the ASL classroom at 
your college? Please explain.  
2. How much time did you spend on preparing the writing lesson plans? What 
concerned you most before you started planning? 
3. What do you think are the most interesting features of your writing lessons? 
Why? 
4. In general, how good are your students at writing Arabic collaboratively?  
5. Do you do anything to encourage your students to write or work 
collaboratively outside ASL classrooms? What? 
D. Constraints and opportunities in CW/TGW practices 
1. What difficulties prevented you from doing CW/TGW in your classes?  
2. What factors affect your teaching decision? 
3. How did/would you overcome those challenges? 
4. In general, how does the ASL teaching and learning environment at your 
college enable or hinder the implementation of CW/TGW? 
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Appendix 3. Analytic Scoring Rubric for Writing 
 
(Adopted from http://noonanamericanlit.pbworks.com/f/SAD+6+Writing+Rubric.pdf) 
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Appendix 4. Examples of students’ writing from their pre- and post-tests 
Experimental group 
 
Pre-test 
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Translation 
 
1- My dear my friend welcome to my country. I heard you come to visit my 
country  
 
2-  Thanks god you are welcome god will you come in my my country you see 
beautiful  
 
3-  the best places and many things in my country. first 
 
4-  I take you to city my town name Dakabeng 
 
5-  Rech, after that we go to the sea Karkas  
  
6-  Bazer and it is famouse with leaf 
 
7-  tea. Next to it mountains Javlong and they are bigger and more beautiful 
  
8-  in my country. In the south of my country in the winter, you see the 
mountains just like diamonds when the ice are in the top of them Then we 
 
9-  go to place where I was born name Alis 
 
10-  Mas, then you see in my village that I born name Ainatay Shadrasity when 
finish trip 
 
11-  then after god will we are very happy. I want you  
 
12-  know my country well and learn lots of things for example  
 
13-  about our freedom and city very famous 
 
14-   for mosques for all the world. In our country we are muslims 99%. You are 
 
15-  impressed you see people in my town because here people 
 
16-  few populations. But they all happy. 
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Post-test 
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Translation 
 
1- During this semester, I have experienced cooperative learning  
 
2-  in the subject (Insha’a), the insha’a is a subject that make students’ minds 
 
3-  work, and it needs thinking and excellent ideas. And now 
 
4-  thanks god, i experienced CL in this subject 
 
5-  and benefited very much. I found that I’m very pleased. but 
 
6-  there are pros and cons. 
  
7-  One benefit is that student found a chance to talk to     
 
8-  their classmates in Arabic language more than before; because here students 
have 
  
9-  to discuss without help from the teacher. 
 
10-  This method also helps students in generating  
 
11-  big ideas, this thinking make them critical well. another         
 
12-  benefit is that students discuss in a friendly environment and they love 
 
13-  each other a lot. And that make us happy and therefore love the subject. 
  
14-  One drawback I found is some students in group don’t participate;  
  
15-  for example a group of 4 people, just 2 participate, this   
 
16-  not useful. Also some students are good don't accept ideas from 
 
17-  lower students.  
 
18-  In conclusion, I benefit too much , and I will transfer this experience  
 
19- to my students in my country. Thank you teacher. 
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Control Group 
 
Pre-test 
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Translation 
 
1- France is a country in western Europe. It is a republican and its president 
Fransua 
 
2-  Auland. This country modern. It is one of the modern in the world. Its currency 
Euro. Enter 
 
3-  must be with visa for non european people. Its economy from different sources 
 
4-  such farming, selling war ships, cloth design , perfumes and accessories 
 
5-  famous. ? Paris is city beautiful and very famous in the world. 
  
6-  France country non muslim but Muslims are existed. Even Islam  
 
7-  second religion in the country. Maybe first. There are mosques and restaurants 
halal 
  
8- thanks god. Muslim have hard situation because terrorist since  
 
9-  three years French are scared of Islam and you will be suspected  
 
10-  if you go to non muslim suburbs. Also ………… 
 
11-  there are soldiers everywhere. Police may search you in the airport  
 
12-  so be ready. If visit France go to south, trees are dancing on the road sides. 
 
13- Paris it has many beautiful and interesting things. Second go to south 
  
14-  To Marsilia or Nice weather is good and the beach of the best in Europe. 
 
15-  Another more important news is travelling from Saudi to France takes six 
hours 
 
16- it is better if you travel in first class. 
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Post test 
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Translation: 
 
1- This teaching method good because it allows students to benefit from 
 
2- Teacher and his peers also if the dialogue is recorder he can  
 
3- Listen to his voice and his mistakes so then correct them after that. And this 
method 
 
4- Allows laughing and enjoyment. I think student needs to this  
 
5- Method and important method not existed in other methods (NOT 
UNDERSTOOD)  
  
6-  Student can  
 
7-  talk without any fear and express opinion and this are important things in  
  
8-  learning language. He can’t benefit from reading , listening and writing 
 
9- he has to talk to people in the same level, because in the class  
 
10- he doesn't talk with teacher and better students in the language   
 
11-  student is afraid to make mistakes and he thinks before talking and in the end 
say 
 
12- nothing maybe.for me I can’t talk in talk outside because  
  
13-  I am busy with my family and work and I know I am lasy in 
  
14-  the study and I saw my conversation better in this subjet 
 
15-  thanks god and thank you teacher. 
 
16- I found my peers are active in this method and I think they benefit from it 
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Appendix 5. Consent Form, Participant Information Sheet and Ethics Letter 
 
Consent Form 
 
Project Title   : Collaborative Writing in Arabic as a Second Language (ASL) 
Classrooms in Saudi Arabia: A Mixed-method Study  
Supervisor : - Prof. Robyn Gillies 
   - Dr. Obaid Hamid 
Investigator   :  Mohammed Ali Alwaleedi 
 
 
I _______________ understand the aim of the project. I understand that I have been 
invited to  participate in the study and to give permission to be recorded during 
classroom interaction and interview sessions to be used as the data source for this 
project. I understand that my participation is voluntary and there are no foreseeable 
risks added risks apart from those risks involved in everyday living. 
 
I understand that my confidentiality will be guaranteed and I can withdraw at any stage 
of this project without any penalty and prejudice. 
 
The Ethics Committee of the School of Education at the University of Queensland has 
approved this study. 
 
 
 
Signature of participant:_____________________________    Date: 
 
 
Participant Information Sheet_ 
 
Project Title   : Collaborative Writing in Arabic as a Second Language (ASL) 
Classrooms in Saudi Arabia: A Mixed-method Study  
Supervisor : - Prof. Robyn Gillies 
   - Dr. Obaid Hamid 
Investigator    :  Mohammed Ali Alwaleedi 
 
Dear Participant, 
 
My name is Mohammed Ali Alwaleedi and I am undertaking research for my Doctor 
of Philosophy (PhD) program in the School of Education at the University of 
Queensland. I would like to invite you to participate in my project. I also would like to 
get your permission to be an observer in the classroom during this project, and record 
your discussions during your group interactions and interview sessions. It is anticipated 
that the project will run for 12 weeks. You will be asked to complete a pre-test and a 
post-test of your proficiency of Arabic writing skills. At the completion of the project, 
you will be interviewed about your perceptions of learning Arabic as a second language. 
This interview will be audio recorded.  
 
This project aims to investigate the role of collaborative learning (CL) in the 
development of second language (L2) writing skills in Arabic as a Second Language 
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(ASL) classrooms in in an Arabic language institute for non-native speakers of Arabic, 
which is a part of a public university situated in Makkah, in the Kingdom of Saudi 
Arabia. In particular, it will investigate the effect of the implementation of 
collaborative writing (CW) activities on learning Arabic as a L2. It will also explore 
how Arabic teachers and learners perceive the implementation of CW in writing tasks 
after the 12 weeks of engagement in collaborative writing activities. It is expected that 
this study will capture the reciprocal relationship between collaborative writing 
practices and the development of learners’ writing skills 
 
All the information collected will remain strictly confidential and will only be used by 
myself and my advisors to determine the learning that occurred during the CW 
activities. There are no foreseeable added risks in this project apart from the risks of 
everyday living. Approval from the Institute (The Umm Al-Qura) has been obtained to 
conduct this research in your class. 
 
If you decide not to give your permission to participate, this will not affect your 
educational program in any way. As this is a curriculum-based language intervention, 
all students (participants and non-participants in the study) will receive the same level 
of instruction from their teacher. You are free to withdraw from the project at any time 
and this will not affect your educational program in any way. 
 
At the completion of the project, I will be available to discuss the results of the project 
with you. If you want access to your test results, they will be made available to you. At 
the completion of the project, I will discuss the outcomes of the project with the 
teachers and the students at an information session in the Institute. 
 
This study has been cleared in accordance with the ethical review guidelines and 
processes of The University of Queensland.  These guidelines are endorsed by the 
University's principal human ethics committee, the Human Experimentation Ethical 
Review Committee, and registered with the Australian Health Ethics Committee as 
complying with the National Statement.  You are free to discuss your participation in 
this study with myself (uqmalwal@uq.net.au) or my advisors (Professor Robyn Gillies: 
r.gillies@uq.edu.au or Dr. Obaid Hamid: o.hamid@uq.edu.au).  If you would like to 
speak to an officer of the University not involved in the study, you may contact the 
School Ethics Officer on 3365 6502. 
 
Mohammed Ali Alwaleedi 
School of Education 
University of Queensland 
Brisbane, QLD 4072, Australia 
Mobile phone: +61431475293  
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Ethics Letter 
 
 
